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EIN PERSISCH-MONGOLISCHER ERLASS DES 
GALAYERIDEN SEYH OVEYS 


von 
GOTTFRIED HERRMANN UND GERHARD DOERFER 
Göttingen 


I. DIE PERSISCHE FASSUNG 
yon 


Gottfried Herrmann 


Einführung 


Während einer Forschungsreise, die mich im August 1970 auch nach 
Ardebil (Nordwest-Iran) führte, fand ich im Grabheiligtum von 
Seyh Safi (1260-1334)! ungefähr 500 Original-Urkunden, die bislang 
nicht nur der Wissenschaft, sondern auch der Heiligtumsverwaltung 
verborgen geblieben waren.? Bei den Dokumenten handelt es sich 
zum größeren Teil um Verträge und vagf-Urkunden, es befinden 
sich unter ihnen jedoch auch etwa 50 vollständig und 20 frag- 
mentarisch erhaltene Erlasse persischer Herrscher. Von diesen stam- 
men annähernd zwei Drittel aus dem 8./14. Jahrhundert, das heißt 
aus einem Zeitraum, aus dem wir bisher nur eine vollständige und 
zwei bruchstückhafte Herrscher-Urkunden kannten 3 Die meisten 
Erlasse sind in persischer Sprache abgefaßt, ich stieß jedoch auch 


1 Als Geburtsjahr von Seyh Safi wird gewöhnlich 1252 angegeben. Mit dem 
oben genannten Jahr folge ich dem Ansatz von M. Bina-Motlagh (Scheich 
Safi, S. 149ff.). 

2 "Vgl. dazu meinen Bericht Urkundenfunde in Azarbüygán, S. 249ff. — Die 
Reise wurde durch eine Beihilfe der Deutschen Forschungsgemeinschaft er- 
móglicht, wofür ich auch an dieser Stelle herzlichst danken móchte. Zu 
größtem Dank bin ich außerdem Herrn Mohammadi, dem Leiter der Ardebiler 
Heiligtumsverwaltung, verpflichtet. 

з Vgl. А. D. Papazian, Deux nouveaux tarlyks, S. 398f.; H. Masse, Ordon- 
nance, S. 465%. (zu den wiederholten Veröffentlichungen sowie zum frag- 
mentarischen Charakter dieser Urkunde vgl. weiter unten den Abschnitt 
Der galäyeridische Erlaß von 77311372). 
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auf zwei persisch-mongolische Bilinguen sowie auf zwei gréBere 
mongolische Fragmente. Eine dieser Bilinguen, ein Erlaf des Galaye- 
riden Seyh Oveys (1356-1374), soll im folgenden ediert, übersetzt 
und kommentiert werden. | 


Beschreibung 


Die Urkunde ist beidseitig beschrieben, die eine Seite enthält die 
persische, die andere die mongolische Fassung. Als Schreibmaterial 
wurde weißes Papier verwendet, das an manchen Stellen gelblich 
bis bräunlich verfärbt ist. Das Urkundenblatt ist 146 cm lang und 
22 cm breit und aus vier Papierstücken zusammengesetzt. Die 
Klebestellen sind auf der persischen Seite über der Tughra, unter- 
halb von Zeile 4 und in Zeile 9 zu erkennen. Auf der mongolischen 
Seite befinden sie sich in dem freien Raum oberhalb des Textes, über 
Zeile 8 und in Zeile 20. 

Die Zeilenführung des mongolischen Textes verläuft analog zur 
persischen Seite von rechts nach links.* Zu seiner Niederschrift 
wurde das Blatt um die Längsachse gedreht.5 Im Verhältnis zur 
persischen Fassung beginnt die mongolische etwas tiefer. Die Intitu- _ 
latio (Z. 1) steht hier etwa auf der gleichen Höhe wie Zeile 1b der 
persischen Seite. Am Fuße des Blattes dagegen beansprucht der 
mongolische Text mehr Raum: Erreicht bis zum unteren Blattrand, 
während der persische (Z. 13) bereits bei Zeile 27 der mongolischen 
Fassung endet. 

Die Schrift der persischen Seite läßt sich als kunstvoll gestaltetes 
divàni charakterisieren. Die Lesbarkeit wird dadurch erschwert, daß 
nur selten diakritische Punkte vorhanden sind, und daß das Verbot, 
bestimmte Buchstaben nach links zu verbinden, häufig mißachtet 
wird. Hoch über dem Textblock steht etwa in der Mitte des Blattes 
eine Tughra. Dicht über dem Text befinden sich drei Vermerke 
(Z. 1b), die zusammen die ganze Breite des Blattes einnehmen. Uber 
ihnen ist in der Blattmitte ein einzelner Vermerk angebracht (Z. 1a). 
Zwischen den Zeilen 10 und 11 sind nochmals zwei Vermerke ein- 
getragen, der eine von ihnen im ersten Drittel, der andere am linken 
Rand des Blattes. 

Die Zeilen des eigentlichen Urkundentextes (ab Z. 2) beginnen 
_in unmittelbarer Nähe des Blattrandes. Sie verlaufen nicht horizon- 
5 Vgl. dazu G. Doerfer, Abschnitt Schrift. 


5 Warum die mongolische Fassung erst nach der persischen entstanden sein 
kann, wird weiter unten auszuführen sein. 
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tal sondern sind nach oben gerichtet, wobei die Steigung am 
Zeilenende zunimmt. Der Zeilenabstand beträgt etwa 10 em, Zeile 4 
und 9 sind abgebrochen, Datum (Z. 12) und Apprecatio (Z. 13) 
stehen jenseits der Blattmitte und heben sich durch eine wesentlich 
kleinere Schrift von dem darüberstehenden Text ab. In Zeile 5 und 
11 ist jeweils ein freier Raum ausgespart: das eine Mal nach yarlig 
be-altun tamga, das andere Mal nach be-altün tamgä-ye homäyün. 
Der in Buchstaben wiedergegebene Geldbetrag am Ende von Zeile 2 
und der Dorfname in Zeile 6 sind mit dünner Feder geschrieben 
und stammen vermutlich von anderen Schreibern. Während in der 
mongolischen Fassung die Intitulatio und bestimmte Wörter durch 
Goldtinte hervorgehoben sind, wurde für die persische Seite aus- 
schließlich schwarze Tinte verwendet. 

In Zeile 2 und 12 der persischen sowie in Zeile 8, 20 und 29 der 
mongolischen Seite finden sich identische Siegelabdrücke in goldener 
Farbe. Sie sind von quadratischer Form und haben eine Seitenlänge 
von 4,5 cm. 

Vor dem Vermerk in Zeile 1a steht schräg zum Zeilenverlauf eine 
24 in persischen Ziffern. Rechts unterhalb davon ist eine unleserliche 
Unterschrift angebracht. Beide Einträge sind mit Bleistift vorge- 
nommen worden und können daher nicht besonders alt sein. Am 
oberen Rand der persischen Seite ist der Inhalt der Urkunde mit 
folgenden Worten zusammengefaßt: altün tamgd-ye mobärak-e deh-e 
Sädyät (2) be-Hän-e Beli ta‘allog därad (allerhöchster Gold-Siegel- 
Erlaß für das Dorf Sädyät, das zu Hän-e Beli gehört).? Der Schreiber 
dieser Zeile unterscheidet sich der Handschrift nach deutlich von 
dem des Urkundentextes, das heißt der Vermerk ist nicht bei der 
Ausstellung des Erlasses, sondern erst nachträglich entstanden. Er 
sollte einen etwaigen Leser des Dokumentes wohl der Mühe ent- 
heben, dieses zu entrollen und im einzelnen durchzugehen, und ihm 
den wesentlichen Inhalt auf den ersten Blick hin zugänglich machen. 
Zwischen mobarak und deh sowie zwischen dem Ortsnamen und dem 
nachfolgenden Wort ist jeweils ein gewisser Abstand zu erkennen. 
Vermutlich hat der Schreiber den Namen des Dorfes in Zeile 6 nicht 
lesen können und ließ dafür einen Raum frei, der sich später als zu 


€ Die gleiche Unterschrift begegnet auch auf anderen Ardebiler Erlassen, 
wobei sie jeweils von einer anderen Zahl begleitet wird. Vgl. Verf., Urkunden- 
funde, S. 255 und Tafel 46 sowie Verf., Hin Erlaf, S. 139 und S. 155f. 

7 Ұр]. Tafel I. 
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groB erwies. Der Name ist dann von anderer Hand nachgetragen 
worden, wurde dabei allerdings nicht korrekt wiedergegeben.® 

Am oberen Rand der mongolischen Seite sind zwei birnenfórmige 
schwarze Siegel aufgedrückt, rechts daneben befindet sich eine auf 
dem Kopf stehende persische 6. Der Quer-Durehmesser des rechten 
Siegels betragt 1,7 em, der des linken 1,6 em. Im linken Siegel ist 
oben das Wort Allah zu entziffern, sonst sind nur einzelne Buch- 
staben zu lesen, ohne daß sich ein Wortzusammenhang herstellen 
läßt. Da die gleichen Siegel auch auf Urkunden aus Ardebil vor- 
kommen, die auf andere Herrscher zurückgehen,? kónnen sie nicht 
mit der Ausstellung des vorliegenden Erlasses zusammenhängen. 
Wahrscheinlich haben wir es mit Eigentumsvermerken des Arde- 
biler Heiligtums zu tun. 


Text 
eee l oi ра l 
tt^ pee la 
ЖАН J у cel dyin! al у = dard! al a ctl 1b 


же e а 


gles E cy uua os. Y ge БЛ ны, JL 
oral! y ДАН jae Geh ZK fet о!» RE ә! Je x 3 
Ajo Gls dun «sU сб, d 
tal d obs cb al ja 3 oul уз ыб 3 cul у G> 4 


S ry Uoc däi us Lo о ван 5 


8 Zum Namen des Dorfes vgl. den Abschnitt Erläuterungen zum Text (Zu 
Zeile 6). 

з Vgl. Verf., Urkundenfunde, S. 255, 261 und Tafel 50b; Verf., Ein Erlaß, 
S. 139. 

10 Da die Abdrücke sehr schlecht erhalten sind und da die gleichen Siegel 
im Zusammenhang mit einer anderen Urkunde bereits veröffentlicht wurden 
(vgl. Verf., Urkundenfunde, Tafel 50b), konnte von einer Abbildung ab- 
gesehen werden. 
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Jun JU, SUIS gym ody: Afs 3 бы 
Jedes 3 ga ando веб Ak: SUL al) amy оны Aë x 6 
Axis ung cbe ees GAZ ale Л у ша ol) ol 
soll у з y аы: why s бы! num QU. a, 7 
PIT die 051191 „tt dy зо bal cul a aule als 
Ju 1, ido дыз Whe lan ary gen alo m 8 
¿= be d. die of diss os 3 sU, uh da МАЗ jy. 24 
ol aan guid ule acl LR 9 
gem UN a EN y all und ade з le Ss ai 10 


d whee Sze TIU ch La, QT, 4 al OU 


coe a у cyl e al a Gel 10a 
o WS anl shal 228 ра ogee Las oU 11 
2 LI ln 3 (ma + t 
f 

wh pele, 5 

eda. 

n 

Übersetzung 
1 Mo‘ezzo’d-Din Oveys... 


2 Den Statthaltern, Vize-Statthaltern, Steuer-Kommissaren und 
Finanz-Sekretären von Han-e Вей kund und zu wissen: Jedes 
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Jahr ist aus dem dortigen Steuer-Aufkommen (mal ó motavagge- 
hät-e anga) der Betrag von 2 (x) 500 Dinar = eintausend Dinar 
für die Jünger des $eyho’l-eslam Scheich Sadro’l-Mellat va'd- 
Din als Rente (edrär), die zum Stiftungsgut der gesegneten 
Gebetsklause gehört, 

gewährt und festgelegt und in die Rechnungsbücher eingetragen. 
Sobald sie in dieser Angelegenheit um einen Erlaß nachsuchten, 
erging daher 

ein ReichserlaB (hokm-e yarlig) mit einem im Inneren des Textes 
angebrachten Goldsiegel (be-altum tamga-ye zemn), damit man 
(den Betrag) weiterhin in der Weise, in der (er) gewährt und 
festgelegt war, als gewährt betrachtet und anerkennt, daß er 
Jahr für Jahr 

nach der gewohnten Regelung gegen das Steuer-Aufkommen 
(motavaggeh) des Dorfes Sàq.iyàr aufgerechnet (mogässe) wird. 
Man darf daran keine Änderung und Abwandlung zulassen und 
soll (jene Zuwendung) vor dem Makel der Verminderung und 
Beeinträchtigung bewahren und beschützen. 

Man soll nicht jedes Jahr von neuem Erlasse und Verfügungen 
(parvane) verlangen und sich der Gewohnheit nach mit Quittun- 
gen (yajte) zufriedengeben. Man soll diesen Gunsterweis für jene 
(Jünger des Scheichs) als dauernde und ständige Rente und als 
immerwährende Gnadenbezeigung | 
betrachten. Man soll in keiner Weise eine Forderung erheben 
und darf keine unrechtmäßige Gewalt (ta‘arroz) ausüben. Man 
soll (jenes Dorf) als dem eigenen Kompetenzbereich (medäl) 
entzogen betrachten und Feder und Fuß fernhalten. „Wenn 
dann jemand es abändert, nachdem er es gehört hat, 

trifft die Schuld daran (ausschließlich) diejenigen, die es ab- 
ändern. 

Gott hört und weiß (alles).“!! Und „auf ihm liegt der Fluch 
Gottes und der Engel und der Menschen insgesamt''.!? So soll 


11 Sure II, 181 (Übersetzung nach R. Paret, Der Koran, S. 26). 


12 


Sure TIT, 87 (Übersetzung nach R. Paret, Der Koran, 8. 52). Im Koran 


heißt es am dieser Stelle allerdings nicht „auf ihm‘ (‘alai-hz), sondern „auf 
ihnen“ (‘alai-him). Die gleiche Abänderung des Zitates findet sich auch in 
anderen persischen Urkunden der Zeit. Hier wären außer einem unveróffent- 
lichten Original aus Ardebil auch einige Erlasse zu nennen, die im Dastür 
al-kätib, einem 1366 vollendeten ensä’-Werk, enthalten sind (Dastir al-kätib, 

fol. 216b, 2188, 225b). 
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man verfahren. Wenn (der ErlaB) mit den Diwan-Vermerken 
(“alamat-e diväni) bekräftigt ist, 

11 wird er mit dem erhabenen Goldsiegel geschmückt. (Dann) soll 
man ihm Glauben schenken. Geschrieben am 


` 


12 13. Dü'l-qa'da des Jahres 759 
Mondrechnung (17. Okt. 1358). 
Finis. 
13 Herr, laß es 


günstig enden. 


Vermerke zwischen Zeile 1 und 2: 


la (In der Mitte:) Richtig ... 

lb (Rechts:) Eingetragen — und Ihm sei Lob. 
(In der Mitte:) Eingetragen — und bei Ihm liegt die Vergebung. 
(Links:) Eingetragen — und Ihm sei Dank. 


Vermerke zwischen Zeile 10 und 11: 


10a (Rechts:) Eingetragen — und Ihm ... 
(Links:) Eingetragen - und Ihm... 


Siegel: 


Es ist kein Gott außer Alläh; 
Muhammad 
ist der Gesandte Allähs. 


Erläuterungen zum Text 
Zu Zeil 1: 


Die eigentümlich gestalteten und kunstvoll ineinander verschlunge- 
nen Schriftzeichen der Tughra lassen sich nur zum Teil entziffern. 
Beginnt man unten rechts, so sind zunächst ein alef und ein läm 
zu erkennen. Ihnen folgt ein verhältnismäßig langgestrecktes dal, 
das: in einem ellipsenartigen Bogen ausläuft. In Zeile 3 bedeutet dal 
in Verbindung mit einem weit ausgezogenen Bogen din. In Analogie 
dazu setzen wir diese Lesung auch in der Tughra an, zumal hier 
unter dem Bogen zwei Punkte auf ein yé hinweisen. Die Intitulatio 
der mongolischen Fassung enthält keinen mit ad-Din zusammen- 
gesetzten Namen, hilft uns also bei der Frage, welcher Teil hier zu 
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ergänzen ist, nicht weiter. Immerhin zeigt sie, daß der Erlaß von 
Seyh Oveys stammt. Sein Beiname wird in zwei voneinander unab- 
hängigen Quellen des 8./14. Jahrhunderts mit Mo‘ezzo’d-Din an- 
gegeben.13 Es ist daher zu vermuten, daß in unserer Tughra die 
Schleife oben rechts Mo‘ezz bedeutet. Dies gilt um so mehr, als sich 
oberhalb von ihr ein tašdad befindet. 

Weiterhin ist innerhalb des däl-ye-nün-Bogens noch einwandfrei 
ein väv zu lesen. Das unmittelbar davorstehende Zeichen muß wegen 
seiner GróDe wohl als ein nach links verbundenes alef angesehen 
werden. Im Hinblick auf die mongolische Intitulatio dürfen wir 
diese Buchstabenfolge als Bestandteil des Namens Oveys auffassen. 
Die Zeichen yé und sin haben wir offenbar in der konkaven Linie 
über dem väv sowie in dem Bogen vor uns, der zu dem mittleren der 
drei ellipsenartigen Bógen ausgezogen ist. Die Linie steht dabei für 
die Hasten des y@ und sin, bei dem Bogen handelt es sich um den 
SchluBbogen des sin. Er geht an der Stelle von der ye-sin-Linie ab, 
wo diese — etwas links von dem sie durchschneidenden Schaft — 
fugenlos mit dem däl-ye-nun-Bogen zusammentrifft. 

Wie die noch übrigbleibenden Schriftzeichen der Tughra zu 
deuten sind, ist unklar. In Analogie zur mongolischen Fassung waren 
noch der Ehrentitel bahädor, der Titel han sowie eine Befehlsformel 
zu erwarten, es ist jedoch nicht sicher, ob diese Entsprechungen tat- 
s&chlich vorliegen. 


Zu Zeile 1а: 


Welche Bedeutung dem sternfórmigen Gebilde im AnschluB an das 
Wort sahih zukommt, muß offenbleiben. Die nachfolgenden Parallel- 
Striche sind möglicherweise als ,,Abhakungen'! zu verstehen. Sie 
würden dann anzeigen, daD ein bestimmter Vorgang im staatlichen 
Verwaltungswesen zweimal überprüft wurde.!? 


Zu Zeile 1b: 


Die drei Vermerke über der ersten Textzeile beginnen jeweils mit 
einem vertikalen und verhältnismäßig hohen Schaft, der unten in 
einen kräftig gerundeten und weit hochgezogenen Linksbogen über- 
geht. In allen drei Fällen steht innerhalb des Bogens ein й. Seine 


1з Dastür al-kätib 11, S. 14; J. B. van Loon, S. 165 (vgl. dazu S. 66 der 
Übersetzung, Anm. 184). 

14 Zu den bisher bekannten Überprüfungszeichen vgl. W. Hinz, Rechnungs- 
wesen, Ө. 9. 
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Unterlange ist in der gleichen Weise wie dieser gerundet und ebenfalls 
. bis zu dem am Anfang stehenden Schaft emporgeführt. 

Beim ersten und dritten Vermerk finden sich oberhalb der Bögen 
drei Hasten, von denen die erste allerdings nur schwach ausgeprägt 
ist. Es schließt sich eine über die gesamte Breite der Vermerke 
reichende Linie an, die am Ende etwas angehoben bzw. gerundet 
wird. Über dem mittleren Vermerk ist eine entsprechende und eben- 
falls leicht angehobene Linie vorhanden, nur fehlen hier die Hasten. 

Unterhalb der Linien stehen nach den beiden anfangs beschrie- 
benen Zeichen jeweils ein lam und ein ha’. Während dieses bei den 
beiden letzten Vermerken eine normale T'orm hat, 18% es beim ersten 
lang ausgezogen und ungeachtet dessen, daß es sich um ein Schluß- 
ha’ handelt, mit dem nachsten Wort verbunden. 

Im weiteren weichen die drei Vermerke voneinander ab. Im 
ersten folgt al-hamd, im mittleren al-magfira und im letzten a$-Sukr. 
Da diese drei Substantive auf religiöse Formeln hinweisen, lassen 
sich die davorstehenden Buchstaben läm und hd’ als la-hu deuten, 
zumal über dem langgezogenen #4’ des ersten Vermerks еіп damma 
angebracht ist. Damit ergibt sich als Übersetzung: Ihm (nämlich 
Gott) sei Lob; bei Ihm liegt die Vergebung; Ihm sei Dank. 

Wie sind nun die Schriftzeichen am Anfang zu lesen? Die drei 
Vermerke gehóren nicht zum Urkundentext und müssen daher wie 
sahih als Einträge von Beamten betrachtet werden, die den Erlaß 
abzuzeichnen hatten. Die diesbezüglichen Vermerke in späteren 
persischen Urkunden haben eine andere Struktur und lassen somit 
keine Rückschlüsse darauf zu, was im vorliegenden Fall gemeint 
sein kónnte.!5 Dagegen finden sich in fätimidischen, ayyübidischen 
und mamlükischen Erlassen nicht selten Eintragungen, die wie die 
unseren aus einer religiósen Formel und einer vorausgehenden Wen- 
dung zusammengesetzt sind. Am häufigsten begegnen dabei die 
Anordnungen lt-yutbat (‚einzutragen !'*),19 k-yunazzal (,,zu registrie- 
ren!“)17 und li-yunsah („та kopieren!“)!® bzw. die Bestätigungen 
utbita („eingetragen !'*),!? nuzzila (,,registriert !“‘)?° und nustha (,,ko- 


15 "Vgl. H. Busse, Untersuchungen, S. 78 ff. 

18 8. M. Stern, Fatimid Decrees, S. 18, 37, 66; S. M. Stern, Petitions, S. 28. 
17 S. M. Stern, Petitions, S. 28. 

1 8. M. Stern, Fatimid Decrees, S. 12; S. M. Stern, Two Ayyübid Decrees, 
8. 98. 

18 SM Stern, Fatimid Decrees, S. 11, 18, 37, 66; S. M. Stern, Petitions, S. 28; 
H. Ernst, S. 4, 12, 18, 22, 24 und öfter. 

2 Н, Ernst, S. 4, 6, 18, 22 und öfter. Bei der Übersetzung von nuzzila folge 
ich 8. M. Stern (Fatimid Decrees, S. 168, Anm. 1). 
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piert !“).21 Die religiöse Formel wird sowohl mit wie auch ohne wa 
angeschlossen,? vor ihr kann noch die Behörde angegeben sein, in 
welcher der jeweilige Verwaltungsakt vorzunehmen bzw. erfolgt 
war,” 

Aus der Kenntnis dieser Registrier- und Kopier-Eintráge kann 
es keinen Zweifel daran geben, daß die noch unklaren Zeichen zu 
Beginn unserer drei Vermerke als ufb?ta zu lesen sind, auch wenn sie 
von der graphischen Gestalt her in den arabischen Urkunden kein 
Vorbild haben. Der eigentümliche hohe Schaft mit dem nach oben 
gezogenen Bogen wird nun als ай} erkennbar, die drei oben stehen- 
den Hasten erweisen sich als 12°, ba’ und ià und die nachfolgende 
Linie läßt sich als der zum tiẸ gehörende Schlußbogen identifizieren. 
Daß es sich dabei um einen Bogen handelt, wird durch die leichte 
Anhebung bzw. Rundung am Ende der Linien angedeutet. Beim 
mittleren Vermerk fehlen zwar, wie wir gesehen haben, die drei 
Hasten, es steht wegen der sonstigen graphischen Übereinstimmun- 
gen jedoch außer Frage, daß hier ebenfalls utbita anzusetzen ist. 

Unsere Lesung läßt sich noch durch zwei Argumente unterstützen. 
Einmal ist das Urkundenfragment aus dem Jahr 731/1330, das A. D. 
Papazjan veröffentlicht hat, mit dem Kopier-Vermerk nustha ver- 
sehen.?* Dies zeigt, daß die im arabischen Kanzleiwesen üblichen 
Abzeichnungen in Persien nichts Unbekanntes waren. Zum anderen 
ist die Verwendung von Иа in iranischen Dokumenten durch den 
Geschichtsschreiber Vassäf bezeugt. Er kommentiert die 695/1296 
ausgeprochene Ernennung von Nezämo’d-Din Yahya zum nd@’eb von 
Horäsän mit den Worten: va bar sar-e maktäbät utbita fi diwän 
al-wizära ragam zad (und an den Anfang der Schriftstücke setzte er 
„eingetragen in der Behörde des Wesirs‘“).?° 


Zu Zeile 2: 


Der Geldbetrag, der am Ende der Zeile auf das Wort mablag folgt, 
wird. sowohl in Ziffern. wie in Buchstaben angegeben. Unterhalb der 


21 Б.М. Stern, Fatimid Decrees, S. 17, 27, 54, 72; S. M. Stern, Two Ayyubid 
Decrees, S. 28. 

? Mit Konjunktion: S. M. Stern, F'átémid Decrees, S. 17, 18, 27 und öfter; 
H. Ernst, S. 4, 12, 18 und öfter. Ohne Konjunktion: S. M. Stern, Fätimid 
Decrees, S. 37; H. Ernst, S. 4, 6, 12, 18 und ófter. 

2з S. M. Stern, Fatimid Decrees, S. 17, 18, 27 und öfter; H. Ernst, S. 4, 12, 
22 und öfter. 

24 A. D. Papazian, Deux nouveaux iarlyks, Tafel 112, Z. 14 (vom Heraus- 
серег nicht erkannt !). 

25 Vassäf, S. 327. 
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absteigenden Linie ist zunächst ein kleines Häkchen in der Form 
eines U zu erkennen. Dieses Zeichen ist eine siyäg-Ziffer mit dem 
Wert 2.26 Кап Stück davon abgesetzt finden sich weiter links die 
siyäg-Ziffer für 500 und das siyäg-W ort für фтаг.27 Die Relation, in 
der die Zahlen 2 und 500 zueinander stehen, ergibt sich aus der dar- 
über befindlichen Linie sowie dem oberhalb von ihr genannten Be- 
trag. Die Linie, an deren Beginn man bei genauerem Hinsehen eine 
kleine Haste entdeckt, ist ein Kürzel für das arabische Wort yakun, 
das mit der Bedeutung ‚ist gleich“ das Ergebnis von Additionen 
oder Multiplikationen einleitet.?® Da oberhalb der Linie eintausend 
Dinar in Buchstaben eingesetzt sind (yek-hezär dinär), muß es sich 
bei den Ziffern um Multiplikator und Multiplikand handeln. Ins- 
gesamt ist die Angabe des Geldbetrages also mit ,,2 (x) 500 Dinar = 
eintausend Dinar“ zu übersetzen. 

Die zweifache Nennung der Geldsumme ist als Sicherheitsmaß- 
nahme gegen Verfälschungen zu verstehen. Daß bei der Angabe in 
* Ziffern nicht der Ganz-, sondern der verdoppelte Halb-Betrag auf- 
geführt wird, dürfte sich auf die gleiche Weise erklàren. Ein ahn- 
liches Verfahren kennen wir von den Steuerschecks der Ilchan-Zeit. 
Wie in unserer Urkunde gab man dabei den Halb-Betrag in Ziffern 
an, an Stelle des Multiplikators wurde jedoch das Wort an-nisf (die 
Hälfte:) eingesetzt.?? 


Zu Zeile 3: 


An Stelle von zäviye-ye motabarrak findet sich in einem Saläyeri- 
dischen ErlaB von 1372 zäviye-ye motabarrake.? Auch im Dastur 
al-kätib, einem 1366 vollendeten ensa’-Werk, gibt es eine Reihe von 
Beispielen dafür, daß arabische Adjektive innerhalb von persischen 
Texten die Feminin-Endung -e (für arabisches -at) erhielten, sofern 
sie attributiv mit einem arabischen Substantiv weiblichen Ge- 
schlechts verbunden wurden. 3 Wenn wir trotzdem die entsprechende 
Stelle unseres Textes nicht emendiert haben, so deshalb, weil sich 


зв Vgl. L. Fekete, Die Siyägqat-Schrift Bd. I, S. 34; S. Elker, Divan Rakam- 
ları, Tafel 1. 

2? "Vgl. L. Fekete, Die Siyägat-Schrijt Bd. I, S. 37; N. Göyünç, Faksimile 
S. 10. 

з Vgl. W. Hinz, Rechnungswesen, 8. 9. 

э M. Nabipour, Sa’ädat-näme, fol. 54b. 

? (3, Qü'em-Maqümi, Farman, S. 279 und Tafel 5. 

31 Dastür al-kätib 1/2, S. 25 (zäviye-ye mogaddase); Dastür al-kätib, fol. 2082, 
214b (boq'e-ye motabarrake). 
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aus dem 14. Jahrhundert auch ein eindeutiger Beleg für eine Schrei- 
bung ohne weibliche Endung beibringen 1886.3 Da unserem Schrei- 
ber sonst kaum ein Versehen unterlaufen ist, läßt es sich nicht aus- 
schließen, daß er hier emer weniger geläufigen Schreibtradition folgt. 


Zu Zeile 4: 


Die Lesung hamàn, die ich Herrn Mirkamal Nabipour verdanke, ist 
im Hinblick auf den Textzusammenhang zwar nicht vollig zufrieden- 
stellend, jedoch vom Schriftbild her denkbar. 


Zu Zeile 5: 


Auf Grund des Kontextes sowie in Anlehnung an mehrere Urkunden 
im Dastür al-katib, in denen dieselbe Wendung begegnet, ist nach 
tamga eine ezaáfe zu Jegen. 29 Da ein entsprechendes Schriftzeichen 
auch in Zeile 11 fehlt, haben wir es wohl nicht mit einem Versehen, 
sondern mit einer bewußten Auslassung zu tun, für die eine be- 
stimmte Schreibtradition maBgeblich gewesen sein dürfte. 


Zu Zeile 6: 


Die beiden ersten Buchstaben des Dorfnamens sind ohne Schwierig- 
keiten als ën und alef zu erkennen. Das folgende Zeichen, das sowohl 
ein fé wie auch ein gäf sein könnte, ist dank der mongolischen 
Parallele als gaf zu identifizieren. Die sich anschließende Schleife 
läßt bei dem vorliegenden Schrifttyp mehrere Möglichkeiten der 
Lesung zu: Sie wàre nur dann eindeutig, wenn sie in der mongoli- 
schen Fassung eine Entsprechung hatte oder wenn der Name des 
Dorfes in einer anderen Quelle belegt ware. Beides ist indes nicht 
der Fall. Die drei letzten Buchstaben sind wieder unproblematisch 
und lassen sich ohne Mühe als уё, alef und +ë entziffern. 


Zu Zeile 10: 


Bei dem Wort la'na ist dem Schreiber ein Fehler unterlaufen: An- 
stelle eines ta’ marbüta findet sich ein normales ій’. Diese Schreibung 
war damals zwar in persischem Kontext üblich,?* es gibt jedoch 
keinen Anhaltspunkt dafür, daß sie auch bei arabischen Zitaten 
verwendet wurde.?5 


32 А. A. Ali-zade, DZami-at-tavarich, S. 417 (vagfiye-ye mobärak). Daneben 
kommt bei RaSido’d-Din auch die entsprechende feminine Form vor (vgl. 
ebd., S. 423: vagfiye-ye mobärake). 

зз Dastür al-kätib, fol. 216b, 217 b, 218b, 2198, 219b. 

34 Ebd., fol. 219a, 219b, 220b, 221b. 

85 Ebd., fol. 216b, 218a, 225b. Auch in einem noch unveröffentlichten 
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Zu Zeile 12: 


Das mim unterhalb der Datumszeile ist uns aus spáteren persischen 
und osmanischen Urkunden vertraut. Es ist eine Abkürzung des 
arabischen Wortes tamma und bedeutet ‚‚finis‘‘. 99 


Erläuterungen zur Übersetzung 
Zeile 2 — novväb 


Der Terminus novvab (Sing. n@’eb) bezeichnet in der Zeit der Ilchane 
Beamte, die den Statthaltern (hakem, Pl. hokkäm) zur Seite stan- 
den. 27 Sie werden in den Chroniken nur selten erwähnt, doch wird 
dabei deutlich, daß sie teilweise vom Herrscher?! und teilweise von 
den Statthaltern selbst eingesetzt wurden.?? Es kam wohl vor, daß 
sie diese in allen Amtsfunktionen vertraten,*? im allgemeinen scheint 
sich ihre Tatigkeit jedoch auf den Bereich der Zivil- und insbesondere 
der Finanzverwaltung beschränkt zu haben.“ Wie weit sie auch 
polizeiliche Funktionen wahrnahmen, ist an Hand des vorliegenden 
Materials nicht zu übersehen. Die Maßnahmen von Bahä’o’d-Din 
Mohammad Goveyni in Esfahan lassen jedenfalls keinen Rückschluß 
auf eine derartige Tatigkeit zu: Er versah dort nicht das Amt eines 
Zü eb, sondern das eines hàkem.*? 

Die Auffassung, daß das Amt des nä’eb unter Gäzän Han (1295- 
1304) und seinen Nachfolgern ‚vermutlich ziemlich eingegangen“ 


Ardebiler Erlaß des 14. Jahrhunderts wird la'na innerhalb eines Koran- 
Zitates mit ій’ marbüla geschrieben. 

ss Vgl. L. Fekete, Einführung, S. XLII; A. D. Papazjan, Persidskie doku- 
menty, Nr. 4. 

37 "Vgl. dazu die Liste bei B. Spuler (Die Mongolen in Iran, S. 342ff.), in der 
allerdings einige Ergänzungen nachzutragen sind. So wird beispielsweise 
H'age Vagiho'd-Din (S. 343) bei RaSido’d-Din und Vassäf nicht als па’еб 
bezeichnet, sondern es wird von der vezürat-e Нотазап (А. A. Ali-zade, 
D£ami-at-tavarich, S. 103) bzw. von der hokümat-e a*mál-e Horäsän gespro- 
chen (Wassaf/Hammer-Purgstal, S. 253). Auch im Zusammenhang mit 
Arüq und Fabro'd-Doule (B. Spuler, Die Mongolen in Iran, S. 349) begegnet 
bei RaSido’d-Din der Ausdruck n@’eb nicht. Von ersterem heißt es lediglich, 
daß er nach Bagdad gesandt worden sei (A. A. Ali-zade, DZami-at-tavarich, 
S. 205), von letzterem dagegen wird gesagt, er habe die hdkemi von Bagdad 
erhalten (ebd., S. 219). 

зз A. A. Ali-zade, Diami-at-tavarich, S. 103; Vassif, S. 320. 

39 Vassäf, S. 326f. 

4 Vgl. B. Spuler, Die Mongolen in Iran, В. 340. 

4 Ebd., S. 309f., 3408. 

$33 Ebd., 8. 340. 

43 Wassaf/Hammer-Purgstall, S. 121, 125f. (pers. Text). 
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sei,** wird durch die Ardebiler Erlasse nicht bestätigt. In den noch 
unveróffentlichten Urkunden sind die novväb nicht nur unter Ölgäy- 
tü (704/1308) und Abii Заза (725/1325), sondern auch noch unter 
dem Schatten-Chan Soleymàn (743/1342), unter dem Cübäniden 
Malek Asraf (755/1354) und unter Ahigüq (759/1358) anzutreffen. 45 
Sie werden jeweils in der Adresse erwähnt, und zwar zumeist un- 
mittelbar nach den Statthaltern (hokkdm). DaB das Amt auch dann 
nieht erlosch, sondern bei den Gal&yeriden weiterexistierte, geht 
aus unserer Bilingue sowie aus den Erlassen hervor, die in dem 1366 
"vollendeten en$G'-Werk Dastir al-kätib enthalten sind.“ In der 


44 В. Spuler, Die Mongolen in Iran, 8. 342. 

4 Zu Malek Asraf und Abišüuq vgl. den Abschnitt Der historische Zusammen- 
hang. — Unter den Tlehanen nach Gäzän Han und unter Malek Ašraf ist das 
Amt des nä’eb auch bei Häfez-e Abrü belegt (S. 101, 116, 175, 177). 

55  Dastür al-kätıb, fol. 1718, 1728, 172b und öfter. - Das Werk, auf das wir 
uns im folgenden ófters beziehen werden, stammt von Mohammad b. Hen- 
dūšäh, genannt Samso’l-Monii al-Nahßeväni (Dastür al-katib 11, S. 8). Der 
Autor war bei Herrschern, Emiren und Wesiren als Sekretär tätig und 
erfreute sich der besonderen Gunst des llehans Abū баба (ebd., В. 24f.). 
Schon damals hatte der Plan zu einem ensä-Werk bestanden, er konnte 
jedoch wegen der Last der Amtsgeschäfte nicht realisiert werden (ebd., 
S. 25). So wurde das Vorhaben erst unter veränderten Umständen und 
‚wesentlich später, nämlich während der Regierungszeit von Seyh Oveys, 
zur Ausführung gebracht. Mohammad b. HendüSäh, nunmehr im Alter von 
73 (Mond-)Jahren (ebd., 8. 24), fertigte zunächst einen Entwurf an, der am 
2. Ragzab 761/19. Mai 1360 abgeschlossen wurde. Er korrigierte ihn 767, also 
nach dem 17. September 1365, in Tabriz und vollendete die Reinschrift noch 
im selben Jahr, und zwar am 24. Ragab/6. April 1366 (Dastür al-kätib, fol. 
234Ъ). 

Der „Leitfaden des Sekretars ist Šzwar erh Oveys gewidmet (Dastür 
al-kätib 1/1, S. 18#.), geht jedoch nicht auf dessen Anregung zurück. Moham- 
mad b. Hendü$äh hatte sich nach der Eroberung Azarbäyfäns durch den 
Herrscher, also 1358 oder 1359 (vgl. dazu den Abschnitt Der historische Zu- 
sammenhang), bei Hofe eingefunden, es war ihm indessen nicht einmal ge- 
lungen, zum „Fußbodenkuß“ (zamin-büs) zugelassen zu werden (Dastür al- 
kätib 11, S. 22). Dies bedeutete, daß er sich in höchster Ungnade befand und . 
keinerlei Aussichten besaß, ein Amt zu erhalten. Daran muß sich auch bis 
zum endgültigen Abschluß seines Werkes im Jahre 1366 nichts geändert 
haben, denn der Verfasser spricht nicht nur in der Einleitung (ebd., 8. 26), 
sondern auch im Schlußwort den Wunsch aus, Seyh Oveys möge ihn so be- 
lohnen, daß er den Rest seines Lebens ohne Sorge in Zurückgezogenheit und 
Abgeschiedenheit verbringen könne (Dastür al-kätib, fol. 234a--234b). 

Faßt man die biographischen Fakten zusammen, so ist festzuhalten, daß 
der „Leitfaden des Sekretürs' zwar in der Regierungszeit von Seyh Oveys 
entstanden ist, daß sein Verfasser damals aber nicht der Kanzlei des Herr- 
schers angehörte. Dieser Sachverhalt, der den bisherigen Benutzern des 
Werkes entgangen zu sein scheint (vgl. M. Miraftab, Dastür al-kätib, S. V), 
nötigt zu der Frage, ob die im Dastür al-kätib enthaltenen Erlasse dem 
galayeridischen Staatswesen überhaupt entsprechen. Sie ist deshalb zu þe- 
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Urkunde von Seyh Oveys, die bislang seinem Sohn Ahmad zuge- 
schrieben wurde, “7 ist es sogar noch für das Jahr 773/1372 belegt.“ 


Zeile 2 — motasarrefan 


Nach dem Dastir al-kätib bezeichnete der Terminus motasarref zum 
einen denjenigen, der im Auftrag des GroBdiwans oder einer anderen 
Instanz wie z.B. der Behörde für die frommen Stiftungen (divän-e 
ougaf) einen bestimmten Bereich in steuerlicher Hinsicht vereal. 
ебе. Er war befugt, die dort fälligen Steuern und Abgaben ein- 
ziehen zu lassen, durfte sie jedoch nicht nach eigenem Ermessen 
verwenden, sondern hatte sie den ihm erteilten Weisungen gemäß 
weiterzuleiten.°° Der Großdiwan übertrug diese Aufgabe in der 
Regel nicht eigentlichen Finanzbeamten, 5! sondern Steuerpáchtern, 
die entweder auf Treu und Glauben (amänat) oder gegen Bürgschaft 
(zaman) für einen jeweils begrenzten Zeitraum eingesetzt wurden.*? 

Zum anderen wurde der Ausdruck für solche Personen verwendet, 
die an Stelle eines Gehaltes (marsam) oder an Stelle von Zuwendun- 
gen wie Renten (edrär) und Unterhaltsmitteln (ma‘tsat) einen Steuer- 
bereich bekamen, dessen Aufkommen dem ihnen zustehenden Be- 
trag entsprach. Sie durften alle dort fälligen Steuern und Abgaben 
erheben bzw. durch ihre Beauftragten erheben lassen und nach 
ihrem Gutdünken darüber verfügen.5? 

Was beide Personenkreise miteinander verbindet, ist die Be- 
rechtigung, in einem bestimmten Bereich sämtliche Steuern ein- 


jahen, weil es seitens des Autors ohne diese Voraussetzung unrealistisch ge- 
wesen wäre, auf eine Belohnung von Seyh Oveys zu hoffen sowie den Wunsch 
zu hegen, die Wesire, Emire und Sekretäre des Herrschers möchten sich dem 
Studium des Werkes widmen (Dastür al-kätib ПТ, S. 26). Wie weit es sich 
bei den Urkunden um Abschriften von Originalen bzw. Konzepten und wie 
weit es sich um fiktive Muster handelt, ist bei diesen Gegebenheiten ein 
sekundäres Problem, das uns hier nicht zu beschäftigen braucht. 

47 "Vgl. dazu den Abschnitt Der galäyeridische Erlaß von 773]1372. 

m (1. Qa’em-Maqaimi, Farmän, S. 278. 

4 Dastür al-kätib, fol. 192b-194a (Großdiwan), fol. 207a (Behörde für die 
frommen Stiftungen). 

60 Ebd., fol. 193a—194a. 

1 Daß auch dies vorkam, läßt sich aus einer Urkunde im Dastür al-kátib 
erschließen, in der ein hedge in eine Provinz „entsandt“ wird, um die dortigen 
Abgaben in Form eines bestimmten Anteils an der Ernte zu erheben (fol. 
1948). 

5?  Dastür al-kdtib, fol. 192b (amänat), 193a (Zaman). Zur Steuerpacht vgl. 
W..Hinz, Rechnungswesen, S. 19f. 

5з Dastür al-kätib, fol. 216b-218a (Renten), 2188-218b (Unterhaltsmittel), 
218b (Gehälter). 


16 GOTTFRIED HERRMANN UND GERHARD DOERFER 


zufordern, und zwar in alleiniger Zustàndigkeit. Da die Hóhe der 
von den Untertanen aufzubringenden Steuern vom Diwan fest- 
gesetzt wurde54 und da die Entscheidung über die Verwendung der 
Steuern nur in gewissen Fallen in das Belieben des motasarref 
gestellt war, stand ihm in seinem Einflußbereich zwar nicht die 
Finanzhoheit zu,55 wohl aber kann man davon sprechen, daß er 
dort die Steuergewalt innehatte. | 


Zeile 2 — dinär 


Ein Vergleich mit dem Dastür al-kätib läßt erkennen, daß die Be- 
zeichnung dinar, die im Zusammenhang mit dem Geldbetrag ver- 
wendet wird, als Abkürzung zu verstehen ist: Offiziell hieß die 
. Währungseinheit, die dem Rechnungswesen der £alüyeridischen 
Finanzverwaltung zugrunde lag, dinär-e zar-e rayeg.*® Dabei handelte 
es sich nicht, wie das Wort zar vermuten lassen kónnte, um eine 
Gold-, sondern um eine Silbereinheit. Daran kann es deshalb keinen 
Zweifel geben, weil die Bezeichnung dinar-e zar-e räyeg in Verbin- 
dung mit dem Ausdruck telgam vorkommt, der die Bedeutung 
„Feinsilber“ hat.5? 


54 Zwar kam es immer wieder vor, daß die Steuerkommissare bei der Bin- 
treibung der Abgaben das vom Diwan festgesetzte Steuermaß überschritten 
und den Differenzbetrag für sich vereinnahmten, zumindest in der Theorie war 
ihnen dies jedoch untersagt (vgl. Dastür al-kätib, fol. 185a, 194a, 2148, 220b 
und ófter). Uberforderten sie die Steuerkraft der Untertanen, so konnte der 
Diwan ihr Vorgehen durch einen Revisor (mostahreg) überprüfen lassen 
(Dastür al-kätib 12, S. 454, 483£.; Dastür al-kätib, fol. 196a-196b) und sie ge- 
gebenenfalls absetzen und bestrafen (Dastür al-kätib 1/2, S. 454, 474, 484). 
55 So W. Hinz, Rechnungswesen, S. 25, Anm. 1; W. Hinz, Besprechung zu H. 
Horst, S. 118. 

55 Daß es sich bei der Bezeichnung dindr um eine Abkürzung von dinär-e 
zar-e räyeg handelt, geht besonders deutlich aus den folgenden beiden Bei- 
spielen hervor. Das erste stammt aus einem Erlaß für die Gewährung von 
Unterhaltsmitteln und lautet (Dastur al-kätib, fol. 218a): har raz mablag-e 
pang dinür-e zar-e räyeg Sendnke har sal yek-hezär д hast-sad dinar bäsad be- 
vagh-e ma‘itsat-e à va moridän ta‘yin raft (als Unterhaltmittel für ihn und die 
Jünger wurde pro Tag der Betrag von fünf dinär-e zar-e räyeg ausgesetzt, so 
daß es jedes Jahr eintausendachthundert dinär sind). Der andere Beleg (bei 
dem se hezür 6 šeš-sad für irrtümliches ğeğ-hezār 6 Se8-sad emendiert wurde) 
findet sich in emer Renten-Urkunde (Dastür al-kätib, fol. 217b): har sal 
mablag-e se hezür 6 šeš-sad dinär-e zar-e räyeg ke har rüz dah dinar bāšad :.. 
bar sabil-e edrür be-ndm-e à mogrä 6 mogarrar gardanide Sod (pro Jahr wurde 
der Betrag von dreitausendsechshundert dinär-e zar-e räyeg, der sich pro 
Tag auf zehn dinar beláuft, für ihn als Rente bestimmt und festgelegt). 

57 "Vgl. Dastür al-katib, fol. 216b: mablag-e yek-hezür dinar 6 hast-sad dinär-e 
zar-e rayeg-e talgam. 
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Der Terminus dinär-e zar-e räyeg ist bereits in der Zeit des 
Ilehans Ölgäytü (1304-1316) anzutreffen.59 Noch einige Jahre weiter 
zurück ist die damals übliche Kurzform dinär-e räyeg zu verfolgen.5° 
Sie wurde für die Währungseinheit verwendet, die Gäzän Hàn 
(1295-1304) einführte, um der Unsicherheit zu begegnen, die sich 
aus dem Nebeneinander von Geldsorten mit unterschiedlichem Fein- 
` gehalt und Wert ergab.© Der dinär-e räyeg entsprach 6 (Silber-) 


58 Vgl. M. Nabipour, Sa’ädat-näme, fol. 54a, 54b, 55b und öfter (im Ori- 
ginal durchgängig ohne diakritische Punkte). 

5 А.А. Ali-zade, DZami-at-tavarich, S. 438, 494. 

в Ebd., S. 490ff. — Es ist umstritten, ob die von Ойлап Han geschaffene 
Währungseinheit dindr-e räyeg (so B. Spuler, Die Mongolen in Iran, б. 488; 
J. M. Smith, Jr., The silver currency, 8. 19) oder aber dinär-e räbeh (vgl. W. 
Hinz, The Value of the Toman, S. 90) genannt wurde. Von der Bedeutung her 
würde sich eher rübeh (vorteilhaft, gut) anbieten, vor allem, wenn man daran 
denkt, daß die Übervorteilungen, denen die Bevölkerung bei einem Vorhan- 
densein mehrerer Währungssysteme ausgesetzt war, nurimehr ein Ende hat- 
ten. Dem steht jedoch der handschriftliche Befund entgegen, der in diesem 
Fall allein ausschlaggebend sein kann. Maßgeblich ist hier, daß bei Rasido'd- 
Din, der als Großwesir Gäzän Häns ein unvergleichlicher Gewährsmann ist, 
räbek überhaupt nicht, räyeg dagegen zweimal belegt ist. Dieses Zeugnis ist um 
so wertvoller, als das älteste Manuskript der Dästän-e Gazän Hän (Rewän 
Köškü 1518) Ende Sa‘bän 717/Anfang Nov. 1317 vollendet wurde und damit 
als zeitgenössisch gelten kann (Zur Datierung vgl. F. Tauer, Les manuscrits 
persans, S. 93; A. A. Ali-zade, D2ami-at-tavarich, S. 10 der Einleitung. Zu den 
Belegen vgl. ebd., S. 438, 494. Der Herausgeber hat ein minuziöses Varian- 
ten-Verzeichnis beigefügt, in dem sogar das Fehlen diakritischer Punkte ver- 
merkt ist. Wir können daher sicher sein, daß die Lesart räyeg nitht auf einer 
Emendation beruht, sondern die Schreibung des Manuskriptes wiedergibt.). 
Dazu kommt, daß auch in anderen Quellen des 14. Jahrhunderts, die durch 
alte Handschriften vertreten sind, ausnahmslos die Lesart räyeg bzw. die 
Variante räyeh vorkommt, für die gleichfalls räyeg angesetzt werden muß. 
Dies trifft einmal für die um 1320 entstandene Ta’rih-e Ölgäytü von Qäsäni 
zu, deren älteste Kopie 752/1351 abgeschlossen wurde (M. Parvisi-Berger, 
Die Chronik des Qäsänt, fol. 33a, 1028 — Anm. 2, 128b; zur Datierung vgl. S. 2 
und 9 des Übersetzungsteils). Zum anderen ist hier Mohammad b. Hendii- 
Sähs Dastür al-kätib zu nennen, dessen älteste Handschrift (Köprülü 1241) 
am 23. Gumädä II 798/3. April 1396 beendet wurde, und zwar auf Grund 
einer Vorlage, die unmittelbar vom Original abgeschrieben wurde (Dastür 
al-kàtib, fol. 165a, 1898, 194b, 198 & und öfter; zur Entstehung und Datierung 
der Handschrift vgl. fol. 167b, 234b). Wesentlich ist schließlich noch, daß man 
bei dem wiederholten Nebeneinander von räyig und таб, wie es sich þei- 
spielsweise in den um bzw. nach .1400 entstandenen Handschriften der 
Masälik al-absär von al-"Umari findet, nicht einfach davon ausgehen kann, 
daß eine der beiden Lesarten auf einem Versehen beruht. Sehr viel näher liegt 
hier die Annahme, daß bei der vermeintlichen Variante räbih der diakriti- 
sche Punkt nicht dem vorletzten, sondern dem letzten Buchstaben zuzuord- 
nen ist und daß nach Meinung der Schreiber das Wort auch dann eindeutig als 
räyig (bzw. rà id) zu erkennen war, wenn die yg -Punkte (bzw. das Hamza) 
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derham mit einem Gewicht von 2,16 g und einem Feingehalt von 
976/1000.51 Die Forschungen von J. M. Smith, Jr. haben gezeigt, 
daß diese Norm bei den geprägten Münzen nur in der Zeit von 696— 
712 (1296/97-1312/13) eingehalten wurde. Danach bewirkten ver- 
schiedenartige Umstànde eine schrittweise Reduzierung des Ge- 
wichtes, so daß der derham in den letzten Regierungsjahren von 
Abu Sa‘id (gest. 736/1335) nur noch 1,44 е wog. Dabei blieb jedoch 
der dinär-e (zar-e) räyeg mit dem ursprünglich festgelegten Wert 
weiterhin die Einheit, mit der allgemein gerechnet wurde. Dies be- 
deutete, daß man die tatsächlich umlaufenden Münzen in dinär-e 
(zar-e) räyeg umrechnen mußte und umgekehrt. Nach einer Über- 
gangsperiode mit dem wenig praktischen Verhältnis von 1 dinär-e 
(zar-e) räyeg: 6,5 derham (je 1,99 g) wurde die Reduzierung des 
derham-Gewichtes jeweils so vorgenommen, daß man bei der Um- 
rechnung nicht mehr von Bruchzahlen ausgehen mußte. So betrug 
die Relation unter Abū Sa‘id (1317-1335) zunächst 1 dinär-e (zar-e) 
räyeg : 7 derham (je 1,85 g), dann 1:8 (je 1,62 g) und schließlich 
1:9 (je 1,44 g).52 

J. M. Smith beschränkt sich in seiner Abhandlung auf die Epoche 
der Ilchane, deutet jedoch an, daß der dinär-e (zar-e) räyeg auch in 


weggelassen wurden (vgl. K. Lech, Das mongolische Weltreich, S. 327, Anm. 
42). 

Die von Gäzän Hän eingeführte Währungseinheit wurde also nicht als 
„vorteilhafter“, sondern als „geläufiger‘‘ oder „gängiger‘‘ Dinar bezeichnet. 
Auch dieser Terminus hatte seinen guten Sinn: Der dinär-e räyeg löste eine 
Vielfalt nebeneinander existierender Währungen ab und war fortan die 
einzige „geläufige‘“ Einheit. 

Nicht so leicht zu verstehen ist es dagegen, warum der Ausdruck dinär-e 
räyeg häufig durch das Wort zar ergänzt wird, das wegen der Bedeutung 
„Geld“, -die hier allein in Betracht kommt, als Pleonasmus wirkt. Es ist 
vermutlich eine Reminiszenz an das Jahr 1294, in dem der vergebliche Ver- 
such unternommen wurde, die in Iran zirkulierenden Münzen durch Papier- 
geld zu ersetzen (vgl. dazu den Aufsatz von К. Jahn, Das iränische Papier- 
geld, Archiv Orientálni X, 1938, S. 308-340). Während dieses ¿Gó genannt 
wurde, bezeichnete man damals die Münzen mit dem Terminus zar (vgl. A. A. 
Ali-zade, Dzami-at-tavarich, Š. 240f.). Da es sich auch beim баб um Geld 
handelte, ist im diesem Zusammenhang für zar die spezifische Bedeutung 
„Metallgeld‘‘ anzusetzen. In diesem Sinn wurde der Ausdruck offenbar auch 
nach der Episode von 1294 beibehalten, sei es gewohnheitsmäßig, sei es, um 
von vornherein dem Verdacht zu begegnen, es könne bei der Umstellung 
auf den dindr-e räyeg auf eine neuerliche Einführung des verhaßten Papier- 
geldes hinauslaufen. 
в1 Vgl. J. M. Smith, Jr., The silver currency, S. 18; W. Hinz, The Value of 
the Toman, 8. 90. 

в? Vgl. J. M. Smith, Jr., The silver currency, S. 18Н. 
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der „späteren Mongolenzeit‘‘, die er bis 1356 ansetzt, als ,,theoreti- 
sche“ Währungseinheit mit dem bisherigen Standard weiterexi- 
stiert hat.9? Für die Zeit nach 1356 fehlt es an einschlàgigen Unter- 
suchungen, doch ist auf Grund der Stetigkeit, mit der die Galäyeri- 
den das Verwaltungssystem der Ilchane fortführten, anzunehmen, 
daB sie auch in diesem Punkt die bisherige Ordnung beibehielten. 
Unter dem dinär (-e zar-e тйуей) der Bilingue ware dann nicht das 
Sechsfache eines derham von 1359, sondern ein Betrag zu verstehen, 
der dem dinär-e (zar-e) räyeg Gäzän Hans, das heißt dem Sechs- 
fachen eines derham von 2,16 g entspricht. Da der dinar-e (zar-e) 
räyeg G&zàn Hans einen Wert von etwa 3 Goldmark hatte,*4 würde 
sich damit die Rente für die Jünger von Scheich Sadro'd-Din auf 
rund 3000 GM belaufen. 


Zeile 3 — edrar 


Nach der Definition von Mohammad b. Неп 188% verstand man 
unter edrär einen Betrag (vagh), den die Herrscher einem ‚würdigen 
und verdienten Mann“ (уе az mostahaggan) aussetzten.95 Im 
Unterschied zu den sogenannten ,,Unterhaltsmitteln“ (ma‘tSat), die 
mit dem Tode des Begünstigten erlosohen,% wurde die edrär-Zu- 
wendung auch den Nachkommen (ouläd 6 ahfäd) gewährt und daher 
als abad? (immerwährend) bezeichnet." Als Empfänger einer sol- 
chen Bewilligung begegnen in der Zeit der Ilchane und ihrer Nach- 
folger Seyyeds,*? Scheiche,® Kadis,"" Hochschullehrer (modarres), ?: 
Imame,?2 Árzte?? und Studenten: der theologischen Wissenschaf- 
ten.74 Im Hinblick auf diesen Kreis hat W. Hinz den Terminus 
treffend mit „Rente“ bzw. „Stipendium“ wiedergegeben.”® 


вз Ebd., S. 20, Anm. 1. 

ва Vgl. W. Hinz, E E E 8. 132; W. Hinz, The Value of the Toman, 
5. 90. 

85 Dastür al-kätib, fol. 2168. 

вв Ebd., fol. 2188. 

вт Ebd., fol. 2168. 

єв  Ra£ido'd-Dim, Mokätabät, В. 18Е.; W. Hinz, Resälä-ye Falakiyyd, S. 164. 
ee N. Góyünge, S. 45; Dastür al-kätib, fol. 2178-2188; W. Hinz, Resälä-ye 
Falakiyyä, S. 68, 105, 132, 163. 

70 А. А, Ali-zade, DZami-at-tavarich, S. 427; W. Hinz, Resälä-ye Falakiyyä, 
S. 68, 105, 132, 103. 

1 Rasido’d-Din, Mokätabät, S. 1128. 

7 W. Hinz, Resälä-ye Falakiyyä, S. 68, 105, 132. 

з Ebd., S. 164. 

74 Ra$ido’d-Din, Mokätabät, S. 172ff.; W. Hinz, Resälä-ye Falakiyyä, S. 163. 
15 W. Hinz, Resälä-ye Falakiyyd, Indices, S. 16. 
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Gelegentlich hat das Wort außer der speziellen auch eine all- 
gemeine Bedeutung. im Sinne. von ,,Wohltat, Gnadenerweis". Dies 
geht aus einer Urkunde im Dastur al-kätib hervor, die sich auf die 
Gewährung von Unterhaltsmitteln (ma'isat), also.jener Zuwendung 
bezieht, die sich durch die Befristung auf Lebenszeit eindeutig von 
der erblichen Rente unterscheidet. Die betreffende Stelle lautet: 
va Vn ‘Grefe rã dar büre-ye ї: ma'isati modam va edrári bela kalim 
dànand (man sol den ihm .zutei| gewordenen Gunsterweis als 
dauernden NND und als ea Wohltat be- 
trachten).?® 


Zeile 3.— vagfiyat 


Der Ausdruck vagfiyat И їп бең Wörterbiichern mit „Stiftungs- 
wesen, Verzeichnis der frommen Stiftungen, Stiftungsurkunde, Stif- 
tungsakt‘‘ wiedergegeben. In unserem Text paßt keine dieser Über- 
setzungen, vielmehr ist vom Zusammenhang her. die . Bedeutung 
„Stiftungsgut‘ angezeigt. Ein Blick in andere Quellen des 14. Jahr- 
hunderts zeigt, daß das Wort auch. dort gelegentlich in diesem Sinne 
vorkommt. So heißt es bei Rasido’d-Din: agar dn mouze'-e ратар 
ra müleki гайег Savad va da‘va konad be-melkiyat уй be-touliyat-e 
vagfiyat ... (wenn im Hinblick auf die brachliegende Ortschaft ein 
Eigentümer auftritt und Besitzansprüche .oder Ansprüche auf die 
Verwaltung als Stiftungsgut geltend macht ...)?" Ein weiterer 
Beleg findet sich im Dastär al-kätib: moddati-st ta ... madrase’t 
азаз karde ast va nafäyes-e kotob va garäyeb-e sohof va galäyel-e 
amläk ... rà be-vagfiyat-e an mahsüs gardanide va vaqf nàme-ye 
masrü‘ . . . be neveste (es ist schon eine Zeit her, daß eine Hochschule 
gegründet worden ist und daß man wertvolle Bücher, seltene Blätter 
_ und bedeutende Besitzungen als Stiftungsgut für sie bestimmt und 
einen rechtmäßigen Stiftungsbrief ausgeschrieben hat)."? 

Vagfiyat wird im Arabischen mit td’ тата geschrieben. Es ist 
nun auffällig, daß dieser Buchstabe in den persischen Texten immer 
dann durch ein normales të ersetzt wird, wenn die Bedeutung ,,Stif- 
tungsgut/ vorliegt, dagegen durch ein auslautendes hé (vagfiye), 
wenn das Wort mit ,,Stiftungsurkunde“-oder ,,Stiftungsverzeich- 
nis zu übersetzen ist. Möglicherweise liegt hier eine bewußte 
Differenzierung vor, die sich an dem RER Sinngehalt orientiert. 


768 Dastür al-kätib, fol. 218a. 
7 А. А. Ali-zade, DZam-at-tavarich, S. 513. 
75  Dastür al-kätib 12, S. 173. ES 
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Zeile 5 — zemn 


Das Wort Zem bedeutet nach den Lexika ,,Mitte, Inneres“ und 
bezeichnet im Zusammenhang mit altän tamgä offensichtlich jenes 
Siegel, das am Ende von Z. 2 in der ,,Mitte' oder im ,,Inneren“ 
(des Textes) steht. Wenn es besonders hervorgehoben wird, so des- 
halb, weil es nicht am üblichen Siegelort angebracht ist, der sich 
am Fuß der Urkunde befand. Es wurde an der Stelle aufgedrückt, 
an welcher der Rentenbetrag genannt ist, und hatte daher wohl die 
Funktion, eine Falschung der dort angegebenen Summe zu ver- 
hindern.”® | | | 

DaB sich der fragliche Ausdruck auf das obere Siegel bezieht, 
wird durch einen noch unveróffentlichten Erlaß aus Ardebil be- 
stätigt, der von Abii Said stammt und im Jahre 725/1325 aus- 
gestellt wurde. Auch dort wird auf ein айт tamgä-ye zemn ver- 
wiesen und auch dort gibt es ein Goldsiegel, das inmitten der Ur- 
kunde - ebenfalls in Verbindung mit einem Geldbetrag - angebracht 


Zeile 6 — тодаззе 


Der Terminus mogässe ist bisher nur ansatzweise behandelt worden.®° 
Als Ausgangspunkt für eine etwas weitergehende Darstellung bietet 
sich die Definition an, mit der der Verfasser des Dastür al-kätib 
den Abschnitt „Über Renten und mogässe‘‘ (dar edrär ó mogässe) 
einleitet. Nach seinen Worten ist eine Rente „еше Summe, welche 
die Herrscher einem würdigen und verdienten Mann aussetzen und 
nach seinem Tode immerwährend für seine Kinder und Kindes- 
kinder festlegen und bestimmen. Mogässe bedeutet, daß man für 
den Inhaber der Rente und für seine Kinder und Kindeskinder von 
Geschlecht zu Geschlecht an Stelle jener Summe eine dem Staat 
gehörende Ortschaft in immerwährender Besitzübertragung be- 
stimmt“ (edrär vaghi-st ke pädesähän dar haqq-e yeki az mostahaggän 
en'àm farmayand та ba'd az ü bar ouläd 6 ahfäd-e à abadi mogarrar 6 
mosallam därand va mogässe Gn-ast ke dar ‘avaé-e dn зад mouze' 
dīvāni be-tamlik-e abadi bar säheb-e edrär va ошай 6 ahfäd-e ú паз" 
ba'd nasl” mosallam dàrand).* 


ә Vgl. dazu den Abschnitt Siegel. 
$9 "Vgl. M. Miraftab, Dastür al-kätib, S. T5£.; ЖЕР: Petrusevskij, Feodal nye 
instituty, S. 202 ff.; I. P. Petrushevsky, The socio-economic Condition, 8. 520. 
1 Dastür al- katib, fol. 216a—216b. 
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Betrachtet man die der Definition nachfolgenden Urkundenbei- 
spiele, so zeigt sich zunächst, daß für den mogdsse-Vorgang auch 
andere Einnahmequellen in Betracht kamen. Der Empfanger einer 
Rente konnte an Stelle einer Geldsumme nicht nur eine Ortschaft, 
sondern ebensogut die an einer bestimmten Stelle oder in einem be- 
stimmten Bezirk anfallende tamg& (Handels- und Umsatzsteuer) 
oder gezye (Kopfsteuer für andersgläubige Untertanen) erhalten.®2 

Mochte es sich bei dem mogässe-Objekt nun um eine Ortschaft, 
einen tamgd- oder gezye-Bezirk handeln, in jedem Fall hatten die 
dort ansässigen bzw. handeltreibenden Steuerpflichtigen ihre Ab- 
gaben nicht an den Fiskus, sondern unmittelbar an den Inhaber der 
Rente bzw. an dessen Beauftragte abzuführen. Dieregulàren Finanz- 
Organe hatten sich jedes Zutritts und Zugriffs zu enthalten, so daß 
der Renteninhaber innerhalb des ihm zugewiesenen Bereichs fis- 
kalische Immunität genoß.83 Da er nicht nur die jeweiligen Abgaben 
erhielt, sondern auch Grundherr (mälek) der Ortschaft, Leiter (ha- 
kem) der tamgä-Stelle®* und Vogt (ракет) der gezye-Pflichtigen 
wurde,85 besaß er auch die administrative Immunität. 

Aus den Urkundenbeispielen im Dastir al-käatib geht weiter hervor, 
daß die Definition des Verfassers auch im Hinblick auf die Bedeutung 
des Wortes mogässe einer gewissen Vervolistandigung und Erläute- 
rung bedarf. Um dies zu veranschaulichen, müssen wir wenigstens 
eine der hier maßgeblichen Textstellen etwas ausführlicher be- 
trachten. Als besonders aufschlußreich bietet sich der folgende 
Passus an: az ebtedd-ye in sal mablag-e yek-hezär 6 hasi-sad dinär-e 
zar-e rayeg bar sabil-e edrär be-nam-e & тодта ó mogarrar gardänide 
Sod va ta bi zahmat bed-ü rasad farmüde Sod ke ashäb-e divàn in 
mablag rà be-motavaggeh-e folan dih az folàn nähiyai ya folän tamga 
mogässe karde dar dafdter-e divàn be-näm-e it abadi sabt konand (Vom 
Beginn dieses Jahres an wurde der Betrag von eintausendachthun- 
dert dinär-e zar-e räyeg als Rente für ihn gewährt und festgelegt. 
Damit er ohne Mühe in ihren Besitz gelangt, wurde angeordnet, daß 
die Diwan-Beamten diesen Betrag gegen das Steueraufkommen des 
im Bezirk X gelegenen Dorfes X oder der tamga X. „mogässe 
machen“ und in den Diwanbüchern für immer auf seinen Namen 
eintragen.),®® 
s2 Ebd., fol. 216b (tamga), 217b (gezye). 

83 Ebd., fol. 2178, 217b—218a. 
ва Ebd., fol. 217a. 


85 Ebd., fol. 218a. 
ss Ebd., fol. 216b; vgl. auch fol. 186b, 217b, 2188, 218b, 225b. 
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Nach der oben wiedergegebenen Darstellung von Mohammad 
b. Hendüsäh wäre mogässe ein Vorgang, bei dem für den Empfänger 
einer Rente an Stelle der ihm bewilligten Zahlung eine Steuerquelle 
bestimmt wird, aus der er Einkünfte in Hóhe der ihm ausgesetzten 
Summe unmittelbar und ,,in eigener Regie“ einzieht. Versucht man 
unser Zitat von diesem Sinngehalt her zu übersetzen, so zeigt sich, 
daß dies nicht möglich ist. Es geht hier nicht darum, daß das Steuer- 
aufkommen einer Ortschaft oder einer bestimmten tamga an Stelle 
einer Rentenzahlung zur Verfügung gestellt wird, sondern die 
Diwan-Beamten werden angewiesen, den Betrag (Akkusativ!) „mit“ 
oder „gegen“ die Abgaben (be-motavaggeh) ,,mogdsse zu machen". 
Nach den Wörterbüchern bedeutet mogässe „Aufrechnung, Aus- 
gleichung, Kompensation“. Dies paßt insofern, als der mogässe- 
Vorgang in unserem Beispiel von Diwan-Beamten durchgeführt 
wird. Offenbar ist damit die „Aufrechnung‘‘ der Rente gegen be- 
stimmte Abgaben gemeint, das heißt einerseits unterläßt es der 
Diwan, eine zu leistende Ausgabe zu vollziehen, und andererseits 
verzichtet er auf eine ihm zustehende Abgabe. Beide Posten, die 
wertmäßig gleich sind, werden in den Diwanbüchern gegeneinander 
,aufgerechnet". Was Mohammad b. Hendüfäh in seiner Defini- 
tion beschreibt, ist nicht die mit dem Ausdruck mogässe bezeichnete 
Aufrechnung selbst, sondern deren Ergebnis. Erfolgt nämlich eine 
Aufrechnung, so erhält der Rentenempfänger die auf der Einnahme- 
seite des Diwans gestrichene Steuerquelle. 

Die auf das Rentenkapitel folgenden Abschnitte lassen erkennen, 
daß nicht nur Renten, sondern auch Gehälter (marsiim) und die auf 
die Lebenszeit des Empfängers begrenzten Unterhaltsmittel (ma‘tsat) 
aufgerechnet werden konnten 8% Dem Charakter dieser Bewilligun- 
gen gemäß fielen die Ortschaften oder sonstigen Einnahmeguellen 
an den Diwan zurück, wenn die betreffende Person ihren Dienst 
nicht mehr ausübte bzw. nicht mehr am Leben war. 

Die Aufrechnung von Renten, Unterhaltsmitteln und Gehaltern 
bot für den Empfänger den Vorteil, daß er — wie es in dem oben zi- 
tierten Text heißt — „ohne Mühe“ (bi zahmat) in den Besitz des ihm 
bewilligten Betrages kam. Um dies zu verstehen, muß man sich ver- 
gegenwärtigen, daß der Diwan in der Regel keine Direktzahlungen 
vornahm, sondern den motasarref eines bestimmten Steueraufkom- 
mens anwies, die jeweiligen Summen auszuhändigen. Diese Regelung 


ва Ebd., fol. 218b (Gehälter), fol. 218 а--218Ъ (Unterhaltsmittel). 
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war für den Zahlungsempfänger dann von Nachteil, wenn sich der 
betreffende Steuerfonds nicht an seinem Wohnort befand. Er hatte 
dann Jahr für Jahr die Mühen und Kosten einer entsprechenden 
Reise oder aber die Provisionsgebühren für einen Agenten aufzu- 
wenden, der das Geld in seinem Auftrag beschaffte.97 Auch sonst 
war das Zahlungssystem des Diwans nicht ohne Probleme. Es hing 
von dem Entgegenkommen und der Korrektheit des motasarref ab, 
ob der Empfanger den ihm zustehenden Betrag sofort oder erst mit 
Verzégerungen bekam und ob er ihn in voller Hohe erhielt oder sich 
mit einem Teil und dem Hinweis begnügen mußte, die Steuern seien 
nicht in der erwarteten Höhe eingegangen. Nicht umsonst wird den 
Steuerkommissaren in den einschlägigen Erlassen eingeschárft, Ren- 
ten und andere Bewilligungen ohne Verzógerung und ohne irgend- 
welche Abstriche auszuzahlen.#® Alle diese Schwierigkeiten fielen 
weg, wenn die Betrage aufgerechnet wurden und dem Empfanger 
das Recht zustand, die ihm ausgesetzten Mittel unmittelbar bei den 
Steuerpflichtigen zu erheben bzw. durch seine Beauftragten erheben 
zu lassen. 

Dazu kam noch ein anderer Vorteil: Gelang es dem Inhaber eines 
mogässe-Objekts, die Erträge der ihm zugewiesenen Ortschaft bzw. 
den Umsatz des ihm unterstellten tamgd-Distrikts zu steigern und 
dadurch Abgaben zu erzielen, die über die ihm ausgesetzte Summe 
hinausgingen, so brauchte er diese nicht abzuführen, sondern durfte 
sie seinem Einkommen hinzusehlagen.5? Andererseits konnte man 
sich bei unvorhersehbaren Ausfállen, die zu einer Minderung des 
Steueraufkommens führten, an den Diwan wenden, wo die ent- 
standenen Verluste ausgeglichen wurden. 

Al-"Umari berichtet in seinem um 1340 niedergeschriebenen Ab- 
schnitt über ,, Das Land der Iraner“ unter anderem von den ‚‚tdrärät, 
die Geldbetrage oder Dörfer umfassen“.®*! Nach den obigen Ausfüh- 
rungen kann es keinen Zweifel daran geben, daß damit Bar- und 
mogässe-Renten gemeint sind. Al-"Umari bezieht sich in diesem 


87? Vgl. Dastür al-kätib 1/2, S. 502. 

se Dastür al-kätib, fol. 2168, 216b, 218b. 

8 Ebd., fol. 2178, 218b. Erfolgte die Aufrechnung gegen ein gezye-Auf- 
kommen, so war dies allerdings nicht möglich, da es sich hier um eine Kopf- 
steuer handelte, deren Höhe der Großdiwan festsetzte, und zwar nach einem 
Dreiklassensystem für höhere, mittlere und niedere Einkommen (ebd., fol. 
218а). 

о ЕЪа., 217a. 

91 К. Lech, Das mongolische Weltreich, S. 155. 
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Punkt auf mündliche Äußerungen von Nizàm ad-Din at-Taiyari, 
der sich bis 1337 im Gebiet der Пеһапе und ihrer Nachfolger aufge- 
halten hatte. Da at-Taiyäri ganz allgemein über die iranischen 
Verhaltnisse unter der Mongolenherrschaft und nicht etwa speziell 
über die Zeit nach dem Ende des Ilchan-Reiches (1335) Bericht 
erstattete, können wir davon ausgehen, daß Aufrechnungen bereits 
unter den Ilchanen eine feste Einrichtung waren. At-Taiyári be- 
kleidete in der Kanzlei Abū Sa^5ds das Amt eines Sekretärs und 
darf daher als zuverlässiger Gewàhrsmann betrachtet werden.?? 


Zelle 8 — medal 


Das aus dem Mongolischen entlehnte Wort medäl’* ist auch im 
Dastir al-katib belegt, wobei der Kontext dem unseres Erlasses ent- 
spricht. Auch dort werden die in den Provinzen tätigen Finanzor- 
gane aufgefordert, sich aus einem bestimmten Bereich fernzuhalten 
und keinerlei Steuern und Abgaben in ihm zu erheben. Die betref- 
fenden Ortschaften oder Personen werden in steuerlicher Hinsicht 
vom medal der Statthalter und Steuerkommissare abgetrennt,?* was 
auch in diesen Beispielen nichts anderes bedeuten kann, als daB sie 
nicht mehr zu deren ,,Kompetenzbereich"' gehören. 


Der historische Zusammenhang 


Als der Ilchan Abū Said im Jahre 1335 starb, ohne einen Throner- 
ben zu hinterlassen, brachen unter den Emiren seines Reiches hef- 
tige und jahrelange Kämpfe um die Vorherrschaft aus. Diese Vor- 
gänge im einzelnen zu schildern, würde in diesem Zusammenhang zu 
weit führen.” Es genügt hier festzuhalten, daß sich alsbald zwei 
Parteien gegenüberstanden: Die eine wurde von dem Galäyeriden 
Hasan Bozorg,?" die andere von dem Öübäniden Hasan Kiiéek ge- 
führt.°® Beide Emire hoben Nachkommen Dschingis-Chans auf den 


эз Ebd., S. 36, 39. 

эз Ebd., S. 36. 

% Vgl. G. Doerfer, Wörterliste. 

?5  Dastür al-katib, fol. 177b, 178a, 217b, 225a. 

% Ausführliche Darstellungen finden sich bei B. Spuler, Die Mongolen in 
Iran, S. 127-137; J. B. van Loon, В. 5-12; M. Miraftab, Dastür al-kátib, S. 1- 
19. 

эт Das Wort Galüyer bezeichnete ursprünglich einen mongolischen Stamm 
(vgl. J. M. Smith, Jr., Djaläyir, S. 401). 

° Bei den Cübäniden handelt es sich um die Nachkommen eines einfluß- 
reichen Emirs namens Cübän, der unter den letzten Ilchanen eine bedeutsame 
Rolle spielte (vgl. R. M. Savory, Cübünids, S. 67f.). 
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Thron und ließen die Münzen in deren Namen prägen, übten jedoch 
selbst die eigentliche Macht aus. Nachdem es Hasan Bozorg anfangs 
gelungen war, einen beträchtlichen Teil des ehemaligen Reiches der 
Ilehane unter seinen Einfluß zu bringen, mußte er sich im Winter 
1339/40 nach Bagdad absetzen und sich fortan mit dem arabischen 
‘Trig sowie mit den Provinzen Hüzestän, Kurdestän und Diyärbakr 
begnügen.? Seine wiederholten Versuche, Äzarbäyfän zurückzu- 
erobern und damit auch die einstige Hauptstadt der Ilchane wie- 
derzugewinnen, scheiterten ebenso wie die Anstrengungen der Ge- 
genseite, ihn aus Bagdad zu verdrängen. 

Im Jahre 1357 ging die Macht der Cübäniden zu Ende. Gäni 
Beg, der Chan der Goldenen Horde, besetzte Nordwest-Iran und 
ließ Malek Asraf, der 1344 an die Stelle seines Bruders Hasan 
Kütek getreten war, wegen seiner Gewalttaten hinrichten.1°° 
Er übertrug das eroberte Territorium wenig später seinem Soh- 
ne Berdi Beg und kehrte in die Dašt-e Qıpčāq zurück. Nicht 
einmal zwei Monate danach erhielt Berdi Beg die Nachricht, 
daß sein Vater schwer erkrankt sei. Er verließ das Land, das 
er soeben erst erhalten hatte, und eilte so schnell wie möglich 
heimwärts.!%! Diese Gelegenheit benützte ein gewisser Ahigüg, ein 
ehemaliger Gefolgsmann der Ciba niden. Er brachte — vermutlich 
in der Mitte des Jahres 1357 — Ázarbüygün in seine Gewalti9? 


? Der Besitzstand in diesen Provinzen war im Laufe der Jahre gewissen 
Sehwankungen unterworfen. Vgl. dazu die in Anm. 96 genannte Literatur. 
10 Zum zeitlichen Ansatz vgl. Häfez-e Abrü, S. 185. Nach den Angaben des 
Chronisten überschritt Gani Beg im Jahre 758/1357 den Kur, um nach 
Azarbäyfän vorzudringen. Al-Ahari stellt die betreffenden Ereignisse dar, 
ohne ein Jahr zu nennen, er erwähnt jedoch, daß Malek A&raf 745 an die 
Macht kam und sie dreizehn Jahre lang innehatte, ehe er von Gani Beg über- 
wunden wurde (J. B. van Loon, S. 72/171f., 78/179). 

13 J. B. van Loon, S. 78-79/179; Häfez-e Abrü, S. 188f. 

19 Nach al-Ahari (J. B. van Loon, S. 79/180) dauerte die Herrschaft 
Abiküqs ein Jahr. Da er im August 1358 von Šeyb Oveys geschlagen wurde 
(vgl. dazu Anm. 104), muß er in der Mitte des Jahres 1357 am die Macht ge- 
kommen sein. 

Abifüq (,,Achilein“) ist nur ein Beiname, der eigentliche Name dieses 
Usurpators ist uns bislang unbekannt (vgl. F. Taeschner, Achidschuk, S. 338). 
Da er von Häfez-e Abrü nicht zu den Emiren, sondern zu den laskariyän ge- 
rechnet wird (S. 186), stammte er offenbar aus einer sozial niedrigeren Schicht 
des &übänidischen Heeres. Die Auffassung, Berdi Beg habe ihn bei seinem 
Aufbruch nach der Dašt-e Qipé&q zu seinem Stellvertreter ernannt (B. Spu- 
ler, Die Mongolen in Iran, S. 131; М. Qazi, S. 44), findet in den maßgeblichen 
Quellen keine Stütze. Eine solche Ernennung würde voraussetzen, daß 
Abigüq auf der Seite der Goldenen Horde stand. Gerade dies war jedoch 
nicht der Fall: Noch während der Anwesenheit von Berdi Beg hatte er mit 
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und konnte kurz darauf seinen EinfluBbereich auch auf die Pro- 
vinz Аттап ausdehnen.103 

Als Seyh Oveys, der Sohn des 1356 verstorbenen Hasan Bozorg, 
von diesen Ereignissen hórte, rückte er von Bagdad heran, besiegte 
am 29. Sa‘ban 759/6. August 1358 die Truppen des Ahišüq und zog 
wenig später in Tabriz ein.1°4 Sein Erfolg sollte allerdings noch nicht 
endgültig sein. Als eine Heeresabteilung, die er zur Verfolgung des 
flüchtigen Ahigüg entsandt hatte, am 27. Safar 760/28. Januar 1359 
in Аттап vernichtend geschlagen wurde, erschien ihm seine Lage so 
aussichtslos, daß er nach Bagdad zuriickkehrte.1°5 Ahi$üq konnte 
daher Tabriz ein zweites Mal in seine Hand bringen, wiederum je- 
doch nur für kurze Zeit. 

Diesmal war es der Mozaffaride Mobärezo’d-Din Mohammad, der 
mit einem Heer heranzog. Er überwand Abhifüq im Frühjahr oder 
August 760/1359 und besetzte Tabriz.!% Er wich indes nach Esfa- 
һап zurück, als er kurz darauf erfuhr, daB Seyh Oveys erneut von 
Bagdad nach Azarbäy$än aufgebrochen war.!0” Anders als im 


der Aufstellung von eigenen Truppen begonnen, die er gegen die Goldene 
Horde führen wollte. Eine kriegerisehe Auseinandersetzung unterblieb nur 
. deshalb, weil Berdi Beg völlig überraschend in seme Heimat zurückkehrte 
(J. B. van Loon, S. 79/179; Hafez-e Арго, S. 188f.). 

103 J. B, van Loon, В. 79/180. 

104 Nach al-Ahari fand die Schlacht am letzten Tag des Monats Sa‘ban (J. B. 
van Loon, S. 80/181), nach Häfez-e Abrü dagegen am letzten Sawwäl statt 
(S. 189). Das erste Datum entspricht dem 6. August, das zweite dem 4. Okto- 
ber. Die Angabe al-Aharis verdient aus zwei Gründen den Vorzug: Einmal 
war er ein Zeitgenosse der von ihm berichteten Ereignisse (vgl. J. B. van 
Loon, 8. 2), und zum anderen widerspricht sich Häfez-e Abrü mit dem späte- 
ren Zeitpunkt selbst. Nach seiner Darstellung weilte Seyh Oveys nämlich be- 
reits am 28. Ramadän 759/3. September 1358 in Tabriz und schlug dort eine 
Verschwörung von Emiren nieder, die früher auf seiten der Cübäniden ge- 
standen hatten (S. 190). 

105 J.B. van Loon, S. 81£./183. 

106 Die erste Angabe verdanken wir Häfez-e Abrü (S. 190), die zweite al- 
Ahari (J. B. van Loon, S. 82/183). Welcher von beiden wir vertrauen dürfen, 
ist in diesem Fall nicht zu entscheiden, da sich für die eine wie für die andere 
gleich gewichtige Argumente beibringen lassen. Für al-Ahari spricht wieder- 
um, daß er Zeitgenosse der Geschehnisse war. Außerdem ist bei ihm der Tag 
der Entscheidungsschlacht genau bezeichnet (2. Sawwäl/27. August), wäh- 
rend in der anderen Quelle nur eine Jahreszeit genannt ist (bahär/Frühjahr). 
Für das zeitigere Datum läßt sich dagegen anführen, daß Mobärezo’d-Din 
Mohammad nach der Darstellung von Häfez-e Abrü und Mahmüd Kotobi 
schon im Ramadän wieder in Esfahän war und dort von Angehörigen seiner 
Familie geblendet wurde (vgl. N. Qazi, Ө. 45). 

107 Nach al-Ahari und Häfez-e Abrü hielt sich Mobärezo’d-Din nicht länger 
als eine Woche in Tabriz auf (J. B. van Loon, S. 82/183; Hafez-e Abrü, S. 190). 
Die Behauptung von J. M. Smith, Bech Oveys habe Azarbäyfän erst im 
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Jahr davor stellte sich jetzt den galayeridischen Truppen kein Wi- 
derstand entgegen: Ahigüq hatte in der Schlacht gegen Mobärezo’d- 
Din zwar entkommen kónnen, seine Position war jedoch so ge- 
schwächt, daß er sich kampflos unterwerfen muBte.1°? Nordwest- 
Iran kam damit endgültig in den Besitz von Seyh Oveys. 


Weiter oben war erwähnt worden, daß Hasan Bozorg in den Pro- 
vinzen, die seinem Einfluß unterstanden, zwar die tatsächliche 
Macht innehatte, daß er aus Gründen der Legitimitàt jedoch Schat- 
ten-Chane einsetzte, die der Sippe der Dschingisiden entstammten. 
Dies ist insofern zu ergänzen, als er nach einer gewissen Zeit — 
wahrscheinlich seit 741/1341 — davon absah, sich weiterhin auf sol- 
che Schatten-Herrscher zu stützen. Trotz dieser Maßnahme 
scheint er allerdings darauf verzichtet zu haben, selbst als Souve- 
ran aufzutreten. Für diese Vermutung gibt es zwei Anhaltspunkte. 
Einmal wird Hasan Bozorg von den Chronisten niemals soltän oder 
hàn, sondern immer nur amir genannt." Zum anderen sind die 
Münzen, die nach der Periode der Schatten-Chane in seinem Gebiet 
geprägt wurden, weder mit seinem Namen noch mit einem Titel,11 
sondern lediglich mit religiösen Formeln versehen.1!? 


Jahre 761/1360 endgültig erobert (Dyjaläy:r, S. 401), läßt sich aus den. Quel- 
len nicht belegen. 5 

1з Hafez-e Abrü, S. 191. Als Abi£üq kurz danach eine Verschwörung an- 
zettelte, ließ ihn Sey Oveys hinrichten (ebd.). 

199 Nach Häfez-e Abrü (S. 163) setzte Hasan Bozorg den Dschingisiden 
Gahün Timür ab, bevor er im Frühjahr 741/1341 den vergeblichen Versuch 
unternahm, Azarbäygän wiederzugewinnen. Ein neuer Schatten-Chan wird 
weder von al-Ahari noch von Häfez-e Abrü erwähnt (vgl. dazu auch die in 
Anm. 96 genannte Literatur) Demgegenüber vertritt J. M. Smith, aller- 
dings ohne eine Quelle anzuführen, die Auffassung, Hasan Bozorg habe im 
Jahre 1346 Soleymän, den ehemaligen Schatten-Chan der Cübäniden, aner- 
kannt (Djalayir, S. 401). 

110 J. B. van Loon, S. 64/163, 68/168, 69/169, 71/171 und öfter; Häfez-e 
Abrü, S. 163, 171, 172, 176 und öfter. 

Hi Auf den Münzen der Пеһапе und der ihnen nachfolgenden Schatten- 
Chane wird mindestens der Titel (so z.B. St. Lane-Poole VI, Nr. 39-47, 326- 
328, 336—340), meist jedoch Titel und Name genannt (ebd., passim). 

uyr Münzen ohne Titel und Namen sind an folgenden Stellen verzeichnet: A. 
Markov, Nr. 2-6 (751/1350-51, 755/1354-55, 756/1355-56), 8 (756/1355-56), 
10 (757/1356); St. Lane-Poole VI, Nr. 593 (755/1354-55); M. Mübärek, Nr. 
365-370 (755/1354-55, 756/1355-56, 757/1356); G. T. Tabataba’i IL, S. 112/1-2, 
118/1 (755/1354—55, 756/1355-56). (Die Münzen Nr. 1 und Nr. 7 bei A. Mar- 
Коу mit der Inschrift as-sultän al-‘ddil können nicht auf Hasan Bozorg 
zurückgehen, weil sie aus Servän und damit aus einer Prägestätte kommen, 
die 750/1849—50 bzw. 756/1355-56 außerhalb seines Territoriums lag. Die 
Münze A. Markov, Nr. 9 aus dem Todesjahr Hasan Bozorgs besitzt so weit- 
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Im Unterschied zu seinem Vater nannte sich Seyh Oveys sowohl 
soltän wie auch hàn. Der erste Titel zeigt, daß er sich als selbstan- 
digen und unabhàngigen Herrscher betrachtete, der zweite, daB er 
die Chanswürde nicht lànger für ein Vorrecht der Dschingisiden 
hielt." Auf Grund der mit Sicherheit zu datierenden Belege war der 
Titel hàn bislang nicht vor dem Jahr 762/1360-61 nachweisbar.114 
Die mongolische Intitulatio der Bilingue zeigt nun, daB Seyh Oveys 
ihn bereits 759/1358 angenommen hatte.45 Daß der Titel solian 
an dieser Stelle fehlt, hängt offenbar damit zusammen, daß die 
Galäyeriden die Kanzleibrauche der Ilchane übernahmen: Er ist bei 
diesen seit Gäzän Han zwar in den Münzinschriften,!!* nicht jedoch 
in den mongolischen Urkunden anzutreffen." Auf den Münzen von 
Seyh Oveys wurde er spätestens 758/1356-57,118 mit großer Wahr- 


gehende Áhnlichkeiten mit frühen Prügungen von Šeyb Oveys — vor allem 
mit A. Markov, Nr. 11 und. Nr. 13 —, daß sie eher diesem als seinem Vater 
zuzuschreiben ist. Die ehronologischen Voraussetzungen sind dadurch ge- 
geben, daß Hasan Bozorg im Ragab 757, also etwa in der Mitte des fragli- 
chen Jahres, starb.) 

13 Beide Titel wurden in der ersten Hälfte des 14. Jahrhunderts auf irani- 
schem Boden in den Münzinschriften der Ilchane und der ihnen nachfolgen- 
den Schatten-Chane verwendet. Eine Ausnahme bilden dabei die Schatten- 
Chane Mohammad und Anüservän, die lediglich den Titel soltän führten (vgl. 
die entsprechenden Abschnitte bei М. Mübärek und St. Lane-Poole VI). Zur 
Zeit von Seyh Oveys wurde der Titel soltän — nicht jedoch der Titel han — 
auch von den Mozaffariden in Anspruch genommen (St. Lane-Poole VI, Nr. 
666 ff.). 

H4 Vgl. A. Markov, Nr. 14ff.; St. Lane-Poole X, Nr. 5938; M. Mübärek, Nr. 
371f. Al-Ahari erw&hnt den Titel zwar im Zusammenhang mit der Eroberung 
Azarbayfans im Jahre 759/1358 (J. B. van Loon, 5. 81/182), da er jedoch im 
Rückblick berichtet, müssen wir damit rechnen, daß er spätere Gegebenhei- 
ten zurüekprojiziert. Die entsprechende Stelle ist frühestens in dem Jahr, in 
dem sein Werk bzw. die einzige Handschrift davon abbricht (760/1359), viel- 
leicht aber auch erst später entstanden. 

15 Da der Titel kän in den Münzinschriften nur in Verbindung mit Herr- 
schernamen anzutreffen ist, Seyh Oveys in den ersten Jahren seiner Regie- 
rung jedoch anonyme Münzen prägen ließ (A. Markov, Nr. 11, 13), wissen wir 
nieht, ob er ihn auch schon vor 759/1358 führte. 

116 "Vgl. die entsprechenden Abschnitte bei M. Mübärek und St. Lane-Poole 
VI. 

117 "Vgl. A. Mostaert/F. W. Cleaves, Les Lettres, S. 17; А. Mostaert/F. W. 
Cleaves, Trots documents, S. 433, 470; Е. W. Cleaves, The Mongolian Docu- 
ments, S. 27. In einem Schreiben Öljeitüs an Philipp den Schönen von Frank- 
reich kommt das Wort sultan zwar in der Intitulatio vor (A. Mostaert/F. W. 
Cleaves, Les Lettres, S. 55), es hat dort jedoch nicht die Funktion eines Titels, 
sondern ist ein. Teil des Beinamens (lagab), der Öljeitü sultan lautete (vgl. 
M. Parvisi-Berger, Die Chronik des Qäsäni, S. 33). ` 
18 А. Markov, Nr. 11. 
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scheinlichkeit jedoch schon 757/1856, das heißt im Jahre seines 
Herrschaftsantrittes, verwendet.!!? 


Unsere Urkunde entstand etwa zwei Monate, nachdem Seyh 
Oveys Tabriz zum ersten Mal in seine Hand gebracht hatte. Dies 
bedeutet, daß der Herrschaftswechsel die Jünger von Seyh Sadro’d- 
Din dazu veranlaßte, die vorliegende Bestätigung ihrer Rente ein- 
zuholen. Ob sie dies von sich aus taten, um die Rechtssicherheit 
ihrer Ansprüche zu erhöhen, oder ob generell alle Empfänger von 
Zuwendungen zu solch einem Schritt verpflichtet waren, geht aus 
dem Text nicht hervor. Es ist lediglich zu erkennen, daß Seyh Oveys 
die Rente in der Weise weitergewährte, wie sie in die Diwan-Bücher 
eingetragen war, und daß er damit die Verfügungen des von ihm ge- 
stürzten Vorgängers unangetastet ließ. 

Die Bilingue enthält zwar weder über die Person von Seyh Sadro’d- 
Din noch über die Lage seiner zdviye nähere Angaben, auf Grund 
des Ausstellungsdatums und des Fundortes kann es jedoch keinen 
Zweifel daran geben, daß es sich um den Sohn Dech Safis (1260— 
1334), des Urahnen der Safaviden-Dynastie, und um den Der- 
wisch-Konvent von Ardebil handelt. Seyh Sadro'd-Din folgte seinem 
Vater in der Führung der Ordensgemeinschaft und hatte sie bis zu 
seinem Tode im Jahre 1392 inne. 

Vergleicht man die Bilingue mit den etwa gleichzeitigen Urkun- 
den im Dastur al-kätib, so fällt auf, daß Sadro’d-Din nur den Ehren- 
titel Seyho'l-eslàm, darüber hinaus jedoch keinen einzigen ehrenvol- 
len Beinamen erhált.!?? Dies darf als Anzeichen dafür gewertet wer- 
den, daB er sich zum damaligen Zeitpunkt nicht gerade der beson- 
deren Gunst des Herrschers erfreute. Vierzehn Jahre spater ergibt 
sich dann ein gánzlich anderes Bild: Die Anrede lautet jetzt sultan 
al-masa’ih wa’l-muhaggigin qudwa as-salikin nas al-mulük wa’s- 
salütin тит al-hala' iq adgma' in ;?* außerdem wird dem Namen 
eine Segensformel für eine möglichst lange Lebensdauer nachge- 
stellt, womit ebenfalls eine Hochschätzung seitens des Herrschers 
zum Ausdruck kommt. Ein ErlaB von Soltàn Hoseyn aus dem 


35 Ebd., Nr. 9 (vgl. dazu Anm. 112). Sowohl bei Nr. 9 wie bei Nr. 11 han- 
delt es sich um Münzen, m denen lediglich der Titel, nieht jedoch der Name 
des Herrschers genannt wird. 

120 So wird z.B. Seyh Galalo’d-Din-al-Marandi (ebenfalls im Zusammén- 
hang mit einer Rentenverleihung) ёа as-Suyüh al-isläm mugtadä al-anäm 
bagiya as-salaf as-sälihin genannt (Dastür al-kätib, fol. 217a-217b). 

11 Д, Qà'em-Maqümi, Farman, Tafel 4, S. 278. 
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Jahre 780/1378 läßt erkennen, daß Sadro'd-Din dann auch bei dem 
Sohn und Nachfolger von Seyh Oveys in hohem Ansehen stand. 15 
In der Diskussion um die Frage, ob die Safaviden tatsáchlich 
Nachkommen des Propheten gewesen sind oder aber eine solche 
Abstammung von einem bestimmten Zeitpunkt an zu Unrecht für 
sich beansprucht haben, hat A. Kasravi als erster darauf hingewie- 
sen, daB Seyh Safi und seine Nachfolger in den offiziellen Dokumen- 
ten des 14. und 15. Jahrhunderts weder seyyed genannt werden noch 
einen Beinamen erhalten, der auf ihr Seyyedtum hindeutet.!?? So- 
wohl unsere Urkunde wie die galayeridischen Erlasse von 773/1372 
und 780/1378 bestätigen diesen Sachverhalt. ?* Weitere Belege 
dafür sind unter den noch unveróffentlichten Ardebiler Urkunden 
aus dem 14. Jahrhundert sowie in dem bereits edierten Erlaß des 
Timuriden Sahroh (1405-1447) für Sech Ebrahim zu Dnden 128 


Der Distrikt Hàn-e Beli wird schon in wesentlich alteren Quellen 
erwühnt,!?5 erst die mongolische Fassung der Bilingue zeigt jedoch, 
welcher Kurzvokal zwischen den Konsonanten bé und làm anzu- 
setzen ist. Ebn Bazzaz, der unter dem Titel Safwat as-safa’ ein 
hagiographisches Werk über Seyh Safi verfafte, hat uns die Anga- 
be überliefert, daß der Küstenstrich zwischen Astärä und dem 
nördlich davon gelegenen Lankorän ein Teil von Hän-e Beli war.!?? 
Damit wissen wir zwar nicht, wie weit sich der Distrikt im ganzen 
erstreckte, wir gewinnen jedoch eine ungefähre Vorstellung, wo das 
in Zeile 6 genannte Dorf zu lokalisieren ist. 

Die Ardebiler Urkunden aus dem 14. Jahrhundert zeigen, daß 
zweisprachige Erlasse keineswegs die Regel, sondern vielmehr die 
Ausnahme waren. Wenn im vorliegenden Fall eine mongolische 
Fassung beigegeben ist, so bedeutet dies, daß es zur Zeit von Seyh 
Oveys in Hän-e Beli noch namhafte mongolische Bevölkerungsteile 
gegeben haben muß, die sich der Iranisierung entzogen hatten. 


122 Verf., Ein Erlaß, S. 136. 

13 А, Kasravi, Seyh Safi, S. 39f. Vgl. auch R. M. Savory, The Emergence, 
S. 16ff. M. Bina Motlagh erwähnt zwar die Argumente von A. Kasravi 
(Scheich Safi, 8. 133), geht dann jedoch bei seiner These, Seyh Safi sei ein 
Nachkomme Muhammads gewesen, wortlos über sie hinweg (ebd., S. 135ff.). 
124 (у, Qä’em-Madämi, Farman, Tafel 4, S. 278 (vgl. dazu auch die Aus- 
führungen von M. Qazvini, Farmän-e Soltàn Ahmad, S. 29); Verf., Hin Erlaß, 
S. 136. 

128 Verf., Urkundenfunde, S. 253. 

18 V. Minorsky, A Mongol Decree, S. 522. 

127 ibd. 
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Graphische Gestaltung 

Tughra 
Am Kopf der mongolischen Urkunden und. Briefe der Ilchane steht 
in der Regel eine einzeilige Intitulatio, die von der Gestalt der 
Schriftzeichen her keine Besonderheiten aufweist.!?® Sie hebt sich 
nur dadurch heraus, daB sie im Verhàltnis zum normalen Schrift- 
spiegel ausgerückt bzw. eleviert ist. Dabei ist sie ebensoweit zum 
Blattrand hin gesetzt wie jrly, tngr? und bestimmte andere Wörter 
des Textes, die einen Bezug auf den Bereich des Herrschers oder die 
Sphäre des Góttlichen haben.12° In jüngerer Zeit ist sie außerdem 
durch die Verwendung von Goldtinte hervorgehoben 129 

Während die Intitulatio auf der mongolischen Seite unserer 
Bilingue nach demselben Schema gestaltet wurde, hat die der 
persischen Fassung ein völlig anderes Aussehen. Die Buchstaben 
sind kunstvoll ineinander verschlungen und zum Teil mit auffallen- 
den dekorativen Elementen versehen. In Anlehnung an die Intitu- 
latio der osmanischen Urkunden kann man hier von einer Tughra 
sprechen.131 

Aus der Zeit vor Seyh Oveys ist bislang nur eine einzige persische 
Urkunde veróffentlicht worden, auf der sich die Intitulatio erhalten 
hat, nämlich ein Erlaß des Ilchans Abu Said von 730/1330.132 Zwar 
lassen sich bei der Anordnung und bei der dekorativen Ausfor- - 
mung der Zeichen auch hier die Merkmale einer Tughra erkennen, 
im einzelnen sind jedoch so viele Unterschiede vorhanden, daß man 
die Tughra von Seyh Oveys nicht auf sie zurückführen kann. Die 
Abweichungen beginnen beim Gesamtbild: Die Intitulatio von Abū 
Sa‘id hat unbeschadet dessen, daß auch hier die Wörter in zwei 
Ebenen übereinander angeordnet sind, eine lineare Form und er- 
streckt sich nahezu über das ganze Blatt. Dagegen reicht die Tughra 
von Dech Oveys, wenn man einmal von den ellipsenartigen Bögen 
absieht, mehr in die Hóhe als in die Breite und kann daher deko- 
rativ in die Mitte des Blattes gesetzt werden. Ein weiterer bedeut- 
138 - A, Mostaert/F. W. Cleaves, Trois documents, S. 433 u. 470; A. Mostaert/ 
F. W. Cleaves, Les Lettres, S. 55; F. W. Cleaves, The Mongolian Documents, 
S. 27. Eine mehrzeilige Intitulatio findet sich in dem Brief von Aryun an Phi- 
lipp d. Schónen (А. Mostaert/F. W. Cleaves, Les Lettres, S. 17). 
129 "Vgl. dazu den Abschnitt Hervorhebungen im Text. 
130 In einem Erlaß Abu Sa'ids von 720/1320 (Е. W. Cleaves, The Mongolian 
Documents, S. 15). 
131 Zur Terminologie vgl. H. Busse, Persische Diplomatik, З. 226. 


13? A. D. Papazian, Deux nouveaux tarlyks, Tafel I/l. Zur Lesung der Inti- 
tulatio vgl. Verf., Hin Erlaß, S. 146 ff. 
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samer Unterschied besteht darin, daB man bei der Tughra von Abi 
ала unten rechts, in unserem Fall dagegen oben rechts mit dem 
Lesen beginnen muß. Wesentlich sind schließlich noch die verschie- 
denen Schriftarten. Während die Tughra von Abü Sa‘id in einem 
Duktus geschrieben ist, den man als ай-е Иратй bezeichnet,!33 
wird bei Bech Oveys der divani-Typ verwendet. 

Auch in den noch unveróffentlichten Urkunden aus Ardebil ist 
keine Tughra zu finden, die sich mit der unseres Erlasses in Zusam- 
menhang bringen lieBe. Das gleiche gilt, wenn man über den irani- 
schen Bereich hinausgeht und auch arabische und früh-osmanische 
Urkunden einbezieht.!?* Es ist daher anzunehmen, daß es sich bei 
der Tughra von Bech Oveys um eine Neuschöpfung der Zaläyeridi- 
schen Kanzlei handelt. 


Anordnung des Texts 


In den mongolischen Erlassen und Schreiben der Ilchane sind die 
drei oder vier ersten Zeilen nach der Intitulatio gleichmäßig einge- 
rückt. Sie beginnen erst in der Blattmitte,!?5 teilweise sogar erst 
jenseits von ihr.136 In den persischen Kanzleien der Mongolenzeit 
ist dieses Verfahren nachgebildet worden. Wir kennen es aus der 
Urkunde Abt Sa‘ids von 730/1330137 sowie aus dem $aläyeridischen 
Erlaß von 773/1372, der bislang Soltän Ahmad zugeschrieben wur- 
4е.138 Während hier vier Zeilen verkürzt sind, ist die Einrückung 
in dem Erlaß von Abū Sa‘id auf die beiden ersten Zeilen beschränkt. 
Dies kann in Abwandlung der mongolischen Muster geschehen sein, 
es ist aber auch möglich, daß die zweizeilige Einrückung bereits 
im mongolischen Urkundenwesen existierte und nur durch Zufall 
noch nicht belegt ist. Š 

In der Bilingue sind die Anfangszeilen auf der mongolisehen Seite 


133 Vgl. L. Fekete, Einführung, S. XVIII. 

t . Angesichts der drei großen Bogen mag man an die frühosmanische 
Tughra erinnert werden. Die Bógen haben dort jedoch nicht nur eine andere 
Form, sie unterscheiden sich auch dadurch, daß sie ,,konzentrisch“ angeord- 
net sind und am Ende zusammenlaufen (vgl. P. Wittek, Notes, S. 267ff. und 
Tafel І; 1. Н. Uzunçarşılı, Tuğra, Tafel X XVII, Abb. 8 und 9). 

135 А. Mostaert/F. W. Cleaves, Les Lettres, Tafel П und VII. 

138 A. Mostaert/F. W. Cleaves, Trois documents, Tafel I; P. Pelliot, Les 
documents, S. 41f. Ungleichmäßige Einrückungen finden sich in einem Brief 
an Bonifaz VIII. aus dem Jahr 1302 (A. Mostaert/F. W. Cleaves, Trots docu- 
ments, Tafel ПТ). 

137 A. D. Papazian, Deux nouveaux за уз, Tafel 1/1. 

138 OG. Qa’em-Maqami, Farman, Tafel 3 und 4 (vgl. dazu den Abschnitt 
Der galäyeridische Erlaß von 773/1372). 
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eingerückt, auf der persischen dagegen ausgeschrieben, so daß sich 
ein Textblock ergibt. Damit wird deutlich, daB das mongolische Vor- 
bild nicht in allen persischen Erlassen befolgt wurde. Weitere Bei- 
spiele dafür finden sich unter den noch unveróffentlichten Urkun- 
den der Ardebiler Sammlung, und zwar auch schon aus der Zeit vor 
Seyh Oveys. Dabei lassen sich zwei verschiedene Formen des Text- 
blocks beobachten, je nachdem ob die Zeilen — wie im vorliegenden 
Fall — unmittelbar am Blattrand beginnen oder aber durch einen 
mehr oder minder grofen Abstand von diesem abgesetzt sind. 
Während die zweite Art mehrfach belegt ist, läßt sich die erste nur 
in einem Erlaß Abū Sa‘ids von 725/1325 nachweisen. Da dieser 
ebenfalls mit einem Goldsiegel versehen ist, besteht hier móglicher- 
weise ein Zusammenhang zwischen Urkunden-Typ und Textan- 
ordnung. 


Hervorhebungen im Text 


In den meisten mongolischen Briefen und Urkunden der Поһале, 
die wir bislang kennen, sind bestimmte Wörter dadurch besonders 
hervorgehoben, daß sie am Anfang einer neuen Zeile stehen und daß 
die vorhergehende Zeile abgebrochen ist. Dabei handelt es sich um 
Titel und Namen der Groß-Chane, um Titel, Verwandtschaftsbe- 
zeichnungen, Personal- und Possessivpronomen, die einen Bezug auf 
den Herrscher haben, sowie um die Wörter jrly (Erlaß) und tngri 
(Himmel) bzw. mongke tngri (Ewiger Himmel). In der Regel wer- 
den die Hervorhebungen noch dadurch betont, daß die betreffenden 
Worter im Vergleich zu den anderen Zeilen eleviert bzw. ausgerückt 
werden 3199 Um die Ausrückungen noch deutlicher hervortreten zu 
lassen, verwendete man in der Zeit Ábu Sa'ids (1317-1335) Gold- 
tinte.11? In dieser Form ist das Verfahren auch auf der mongolischen 
Seite der Bilingue anzutreffen. 


133 "Von Elevatio oder Ausrückung spricht man je nachdem, ob man die 
Schriftrichtung für vertikal (so A. Mostaert/ Е. W. Cleaves, Les Lettres, S. 14f. 
und Tafel I-XI; A. Mostaert/F. W. Cleaves, Trois documents, S. 427f. und 
Tafel I-III; Е. W. Cleaves, The Mongolian Documents, S. 22) oder aber für 
horizontal hált (so P. Pelliot, Les documents, Abb. 27-31; G. Doerfer, Ab- 
schnitt Schrift). Wir schlieüen uns der Auffassung von G. Doerfer an und 
sprechen im folgenden stets von Ausrückung. 

Keine Hervorhebungen finden sich m dem Geleitbrief Abayas (A. Mostaert/ 
F. W. Cleaves, Trois documents, S. 427 und Tafel I). Hervorhebungen ohne 
Ausrückung (d.h. allein durch Zeilenabbruch) enthält das Schreiben des 
Ilchans Aryun an Papst Nikolaus IV. (ebd., S. 427 und Tafel II). 

140 Е, W. Cleaves, The Mongolian Documents, S. 15 und 22; P. Pelliot, 
Les documents, Abb. 29-31. 
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Von den Wortern, die in den mongolischen Dokumenten hervor- 
gehoben sind, kommen in den persischen Erlassen der Ilchane und 
Galayeriden bislang nur zwei vor, nämlich yarlig und das dem mon- 
golischen tngri entsprechende Allah. Beide erfahren auch hier eine 
besondere Hervorhebung, wobei die graphische Gestaltung des mon- 
golisehen Vorbildes teils beibehalten, teils variiert wird. In dem 
ErlaB Ара Sa‘ids von 730/1330 sind Zeilenabbruch und Ausrük- 
kung übernommen worden, dagegen fehlt die Verdeutlichung durch 
Goldtinte.*! In dem Fragment aus dem Jahre 731/1330 begegnen 
uns dieselben Elemente der Hervorhebung, darüber hinaus gibt es 
hier jedoch noch ein zusátzliches Merkmal, das wir aus dem mon- 
golischen Bereich nicht kennen: Die ausgeriickten Wärter stehen in 
unmittelbarer Nahe des Blattrandes, so daß zwischen ihnen und dem 
Schriftspiegel ein freier Raum bleibt und sie dadurch noch klarer 
hervortreten.142 Diese Art der Ausrückung ist auch in dem Erlaß 
Soltàn Hoseyns von 780/1378 anzutreffen.148 

In der $aläyeridischen Urkunde aus dem Jahre 773/1372 sind die 
ausgerückten Wörter ebenfalls an den Blattrand gesetzt, außerdem 
aber noch dureh Goldtinte besonders gekennzeichnet.144 Während 
dabei in Zeile 8 der Text in gewohnter Weise abgebrochen wird, da- 
mit das hervorzuhebende Wort an den Rand einer neuen Zeile ge- 
stellt werden kann,145 ist in Zeile 6 ein anderes Verfahren zu beob- 
achten.148 Das Wort, um das es hier geht, kommt nicht in eine neue 
Zeile zu stehen, sondern wird aus der laufenden Zeile herausge- 
nommen und an den Rand gerückt. Dabei wird die Stelle, an der es 
beim Lesen der Urkunde einzufügen ist, durch eine Lücke inner- 
halb der Zeile kenntlich gemacht. 

Die persische Seite der Bilingue unterscheidet sich dadurch von 
den bisher veröffentlichten Erlassen, daß sie keine Ausrückungen 
aufweist. Dies hängt sicher damit zusammen, daß die Zeilen in un- 
mittelbarer Nähe des Blattrandes beginnen. Gleichwohl werden 
auch hier bestimmte Teile des Textes hervorgehoben. Während dies 
bei dem Wort Allah in Zeile 10 allein durch den Abbruch der vor- 
hergehenden Zeile geschieht, wird der Ausdruck yarlig be-altün tam- 


141 A, D. Papazian, Deux nouveaux iarlyks, Tafel 11, Z. 6/7. 

143 Ebd., Tafel 11/2, Z. 8 und 10. 

143 "Verf, Hin Erlap, S. 157. Da der vorausgehende Text gerade bis zum 
Ende einer Zeile reicht, fehlt hier das Element des Zeilenabbruchs. 

144 ($. Qà'em-Maqüàmi, Farman, S. 279, Anm. 18. 

145 Ebd., Tafel 6. 

148 Ebd., Tafel 5. 
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ga in Zeile 5 in doppelter Weise graphisch betont. Einmal durch den 
Abbruch von Zeile 4 und zum anderen dadurch, daß der weitere 
Text erst nach einer gróBeren Lücke fortgesetzt wird. Die Ausspa- 
rung eines Zwischenraums findet sich noch ein zweites Mal, nàm- 
lich in Zeile 11 nach den Wörtern be-altün tamgä-ye homäyün. Der 
vorausgehende Text reicht gerade bis zum Ende der Zeile 10, so daB 
die Hervorhebung durch Zeilenabbruch an dieser Stelle entfallt. 

Das Aussparen eines freien Raums war nicht, wie man vermuten 
kónnte, auf solche Urkunden beschrankt, in denen die Zeilen am 
Blattrand beginnen. Dies zeigt ein noch nicht veröffentlichter Er- 
laß des Ilchans Olgayti, der zur Sammlung von Ardebil gehört. Er 
stammt aus dem Jahr 704/1305 und ist zugleich das älteste Doku- 
ment, in dem diese Art der Hervorhebung anzutreffen ist. 


Vermerke und Siegel 
Vermerke 


In der Corroboratio (Z. 10-11) wird die Gültigkeit des Erlasses an 
zwei Bedingungen geknüpft: einmal an das Vorhandensein des ,,er- 
habenen Goldsiegels‘ und zum anderen an die ,, Bekraftigung“ durch 
sogenannte ‘aldmat-e Фиат. Da Beglaubigungsmittel in der Re- 
gel so beschaffen sind, daB sie auf den ersten Blick bin ins Auge fal- 
len, liegt es auf der Hand, daß mit den ‘aldmdt-e diväni jene Ver- 
merke gemeint sind, die über dem Textblock bzw. zwischen dessen 
letzten Zeilen stehen. Aus dem Inhalt der Urkunde und aus der Art 
dieser Vermerke (,richtig", ,,eingetragen“) ist zu erkennen, daß 
sie in der obersten Finanzbehórde entstanden sind. Es sind indivi- 
duelle, jeweils von verschiedenen Hànden herrührende Abzeich- 
nungen, mit denen die dafür zustandigen Beamten bestatigten, 
daß der vorliegende Finanzentscheid in die staatlichen Rechnungs- 
bücher eingegangen war. Für den Empfanger war dies ein Beweis- 
mittel, das kaum hoch genug eingeschätzt werden kann: Er hatte die 
Sicherheit, daß zumindest in der Reichsfinanzbehórde alle Schritte 
getan waren, die zur Realisierung der finanziellen Bewilligung er- 
forderlich waren 17 Ä 


14? Aus der Sieht unseres Erlasses erhebt sich die Frage, ob die Registrier- 
vermerke auf der Rückseite der safavidischen Finanz-Urkunden wirklich 
nur den internen Erfordernissen der Verwaltung gedient haben (vgl. H. 
Busse, Persische Diplomatik, 8. 238). Vermutlich hatten sie ebenfalls die 
Funktion von Beweismitteln, auch wenn dies in keinem der Erlasse aus- 
drücklich gesagt wird. 
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Unter den Vermerken zeichnet sich der oberste dadurch aus, daB 
er — analog zur Tughra des Herrschers — allein in der Mitte des 
Blattes steht. Wir dürfen daraus schließen, daß er vom ranghóchsten 
unter denjenigen Beamten stammt, denen der Erlaß zum Abzeich- 
nen vorgelegt werden mußte. Aus dem Dastär al-kätib geht hervor, 
daß dies der Großwesir war 129 Die nächsten in der Rangfolge, die 
ihren Vermerk auf die Erlasse des Großdiwans setzten, waren nach 
dem Dastir al-kätib der mostoufi-ye mamälek (Reichsfinanzrat), der 
nüzer-e mamälek (Reichsfinanzinspizient) und der mosref-e mamalek 
(Reichsrechnungsrat).14° Es ist daher zu vermuten, daß die utbita- 
Vermerke oberhalb der ersten Textzeile auf diese drei ,,Abteilungs- 
leiter‘ zurückgehen.!*' Die beiden unteren ufbita-Vermerke sind 
durch ihre Stellung am Fuße der Urkunde weit von den anderen ab- 
gesetzt. Daß hier eine bewußte räumliche Differenzierung erfolgte, 
ergibt sich aus anderen Ardebiler Erlassen, in denen auch der Platz 
zwischen erster und zweiter bzw. zwischen zweiter und dritter Text- 
zeile für Abzeichnungen benutzt wird. Nimmt man hinzu, daß die 
unteren Vermerke wesentlich geringere Abmessungen aufweisen, 
so wird deutlich, daß sie von sehr viel rangniedrigeren Beamten an- 
gebracht worden sein müssen. Möglicherweise stammen sie von Ver- 
tretern der oben durch Vermerke vertretenen Abteilungsleiter. 
Wenn wir al-‘Umari vertrauen dürfen, zeichnete nämlich kein lei- 
tender Beamter einen Erlaß ab, bevor er nicht durch einen entspre- 
chenden Vermerk seines Stellvertreters wußte, daß er bei ihm ein- 
getragen war.!®! Sollte unsere Vermutung zutreffen, so würde dies 
allerdings bedeuten, daß sich im vorliegenden Fall nur zwei Ab- 
teilungsleiter an diese Regel gehalten haben. 

Die beiden unteren Vermerke sind durch einen auffällig großen 
Abstand voneinander getrennt. Er dürfte dadurch zu erklären sein, 
daß eine dritte Eintragung in der Mitte ausgefallen ist und daß die 
Vermerke der verschiedenen Beamten auch innerhalb der Zeile 
ihren bestimmten Platz hatten. Dies ist um so wahrscheinlicher, 
als unter Gäzän Han der Ort der einzelnen Abzeichnungen genau 


148  Dastür al-kätib, fol. 1838. 

14 bd. fol. 187b, 188b, 189a. Zur Terminologie vgl. W. Hinz, Rechnungs- 
wesen, В. 22. 

159 Daneben gab es in der Zeit der Ilchane und Galayeriden noch einen vier- 
ten Ressort-Chef, nämlich den ulug bitikti-ye mamälek. Er stand-rangmäßig 
zwischen dem mostouft und dem näzer, doch wird in der betreffenden Er- 
nennungsurkunde im Dastür al-katib (fol. 187 b-188a) nichts davon erwähnt, 
daß die Erlasse von ihm abgezeichnet wurden. 

1531 К. Lech, Das mongolische Weltreich, S. 159. 
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festgelegt wurde und wir annehmen dürfen, daß man bei den Galäye- 
riden auch in diesem Punkt das hergebrachte Verfahren beibe- 
hielt 152 | 

Wie bereits erwähnt, entsprechen die Vermerke der Bilingue den 
Abzeichnungen, die sich auf fätimidischen, ayyübidischen und 
mamlükischen Erlassen finden.!5? Dies gilt zwar nicht für die gra- 
phische Gestalt,154 wohl aber für den Wortlaut und für den An- 
bringungsort.155 Wann und auf welchem Wege die arabischen Ver- 
merke ins persische Urkundenwesen eingedrungen sind, entzieht 
sich unserer Kenntnis. Sicher ist lediglich, daß sie schon unter den 
Ilchanen verwendet wurden. Sie lassen sich auf den bisher zugäng- 
lichen Originalurkunden erstmals 725/132515° und auf Grund von 
Erwähnungen in erzählenden Quellen bereits für die Zeit von Gäzän 
Han (1295-1304) nachweisen.15? 

Bei der Beschreibung der Urkunde war darauf hingewiesen wor- 
den, daß der Geldbetrag in Worten und der Name des Dorfes wahr- 
scheinlich von anderen Händen eingesetzt wurden. Beachtet man, 
daB der Schreiber des Erlasses die sıyäg-Ziffern eingetragen hat 
und infolgedessen mit der Höhe der bewilligten Summe vertraut 
war, so wird deutlich, daß das Einsetzen des Betrages in Buchstaben 
durch eine andere Hand ebenfalls die Funktion einer Abzeichnung 
haben muß. Ob dies auch für den Dorfnamen gilt oder ob dieser dem 
Schreiber durch einen zufälligen Anlaß nicht vorlag, bleibt offen. 


Siegel 


Die Bilingue weist fünf quadratische Goldsiegel auf, die mitein- 
ander übereinstimmen und teils auf der persischen, teils auf der 
mongolischen Seite stehen. Die beiden oberen Siegel der mongoli- 


12 К, Jahn, Geschichte Gäzän-Hän’s, S. 96. 

153 Vgl. Erläuterungen zum Text, Zeile 1b. 

154 Die Vermerke haben auf den arabischen Urkunden keine tughraförmige 
Ausprägung. 

155 Туу fatimidischen Erlassen stehen die Vermerke am Ende (8. M. Stern, 
Fatimid Decrees, S. 17f., 36f., 54 und öfter), in ayyübidischen am Anfang 
zwischen den Zeilen (S. M. Stern, Petitions, 8. 28; S. M. Stern, Two Ayyübid 
Decrees, S. 28). In mamlükischen Urkunden befinden sie sich entweder am 
Anfang bzw. in der ersten Hälfte (Н. Ernst, Nr. I, IV, VII und öfter) oder 
aber sie sind auf Anfang und Ende verteilt (ebd., Nr. 1). Zum Teil sind sie 
dabei nicht zwischen den Zeilen, sondern parallel zum rechten Rand ange- 
bracht. 

155 Es handelt sich um einen Erlaß Abū Sa‘ids, der zur Sammlung von Arde- 
bil gehórt. 

157 Vassaf, S. 327. 
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schen Fassung (zwischen Zeile 7 und 8 sowie in Zeile 20) sind so- 
genannte sarband-Siegel,!58 das heißt Siegel, die zur Verhinderung 
von Falschungen auf die Klebestellen zweier Papierbahnen gedrückt 
wurden. 158 Entsprechende Siegel sind auch auf dem Erlaß Abt 
Sa‘Ids von 730/1330, auf dem Fragment von 730/1331 sowie auf 
dem Ferman zu beobachten, der bisher Soltän Ahmad zugeschrieben 
wurde.1® Sie finden sich schon auf den mongolischen Dokumenten 
der Ilchane und sind von daher ins iranische Kanzleiwesen ein- 
gedrungen.1! 

Das dritte Siegel der mongolischen Seite (in Zeile 29) beglaubigt 
nicht die äußere Unversehrtheit des Blattes, sondern den Inhalt 
der Urkunde. In Übereinstimmung mit den mongolischen und per- 
sischen Dokumenten der Ilchane steht es am Ende des Textes, 
jedoch nicht — wie sonst üblich — in der linken, sondern in der 
rechten Hälfte des Blattes.1#? Ob dies Zufall oder von besonderer 
Bedeutung ist, wird erst nach Bearbeitung der übrigen Ardebiler 
Erlasse zu entscheiden sein. 

Von den beiden Siegeln der persischen Seite dient das unten links 
zur abschließenden Beglaubigung des darüberstehenden Textes. Das 
andere befindet sich oben links inmitten des Textes und ist offenbar 
zur besonderen Sicherung der betreffenden Textstelle angebracht. 
Die zusätzliche Vorsichtsmaßnahme erklärt sich dadurch, daß es 
hier um die Höhe des Rentenbetrages und damit um das für Ver- 
fälschungen besonders anfällige Kernstück des ganzen Erlasses 


158 Nach H. Junker und B. Alavi (Persisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch, Leipzig 
1965) ist sarband, nach M. Minovi dagegen sar-e band zu lesen (vgl. H. Horst, 
Timür und Hogà ‘Ali, Akademie der Wissenschaften und der Literatur, Ab- 
handlungen der geistes- und sozialwissenschaftlichen Klasse, Jahrgang 1958 
Nr. 2, 8. 34). 
1 Vel. H. Busse, Persische Diplomatik, S. 218. 
199 А, D. Papazian, Deux nouveaux iarlyks, Tafel I-II; G. Qä’em-Magämi, 
Farman, Tafel 3-9. 
131 Vgl. A. Mostaert/F. W. Cleaves, Les Lettres, S. 16 und Tafel П-ХТ; A. 
Mostaert/F. W. Cleaves, T'rois documents, S. 429 und Tafel IT-IIT; P. Pelliot, 
Les documents, Abb. 28-31; Е. W. Cleaves, The Mongolian Documents, В. 25. 
162 Auf einigen Dokumenten aus der Zeit der Ilehane sind die Siegel zu 
groß, als daß sie in der linken Hälfte der verhältnismäßig schmalen Blätter 
stehen könnten. Sie werden jedoch ohne Ausnahme so angebracht, daß sie 
dem linken Blattrand näher sind als dem rechten (vgl. A. Mostaert/F. W. 
Cleaves, Les Lettres, Tafel VI; A. Mostaert/F. W. Cleaves, Trois documents, 
Tafel I-II; A. D. Papazian, Deux nouveaux iarlyks, Tafel 11/2). 

Die Lokalisierungen (rechte oder linke Blatthälfte) beruhen auch bei den 
mongolischen Dokumenten auf der Voraussetzung, daß die Schriftrichtung 
von rechts nach links verläuft (vgl. Anm. 139). 
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geht. Daß es sich hier um das Siegel handelt, das in Zeile 5 als айат 
tamga-ye 2emn bezeichnet wird, wurde bereits in den Erläuterungen 
zur Übersetzung ausgeführt. 

Bei allen fünf Siegeln befindet sich die Goldtusche des Abdrucks 
über der schwarzen Tinte der Schriftzüge. Auf beiden Seiten der 
Urkunde wurde die Siegelung also erst vollzogen, nachdem der 
Text niedergeschrieben war. Die Überstempelung des Datums und 
des dritten Vermerks in Zeile 1b läßt erkennen, daß auch diese 
Teile des Erlasses vor der Siegelung entstanden sein müssen. Be- 
züglich der Anbringung von Vermerken und Siegeln existierte also 
tatsächlich die Reihenfolge, die in der Urkunde selbst angedeutet 
wird: „Wenn (der Erlaß) mit den Diwan-Vermerken bekräftigt ist, 
wird er mit dem erhabenen Goldsiegel geschmückt.“ 

Im Unterschied zu den bisher bekannt gewordenen Quadrat- 
siegeln sind die vorliegenden Abdriicke nicht positiv, sondern nega- 
{1у.163 Dies bedeutet, daß die Siegelinschrift nicht erhaben heraus- 
gearbeitet, sondern eingraviert wurde. Damit erhalten wir zugleich 
einen Hinweis auf das Material des Siegelstempels: Abweichend von 
den erhaben gearbeiteten Siegeln, die aus Metall bestanden, wurden 
eingravierte nämlich aus Edelsteinen angefertigt.+4 


Das Siegel der Bilingue hat unter den Siegeln der Ilchane, die 
bislang veröffentlicht worden sind, keine Entsprechung. Diese sind 
zwar quadratisch, sie haben mit einer Seitenlänge zwischen 8 und 
15 em jedoch wesentlich größere Abmessungen und unterscheiden 
sich außerdem durch ihre rote Farbe.!°® Dagegen findet sich eine 
Parallele, wenn man die noch nicht edierten Ardebiler Erlasse ein- 
bezieht. Hier weist eine Urkunde Abū Sa ds vom 21. Ramadan 
725/31. August 1325 ein quadratisches Goldsiegel auf, das größen- 
mäßig mit dem der Bilingue übereinstimmt und das ebenfalls altän 
tamga genannt wird. 

Außerhalb der Originalurkunden reichen die Belege für die Exi- 
stenz eines kleinen Goldsiegels noch weiter zurück. Ra&ido'd-Din 
verdanken wir einen ausführlichen Bericht darüber, daß Gäzän Hän 
(1295-1304) für die Hauptgeschäftsbereiche der staatlichen Ver- 
163 Vgl. Н. Busse, Untersuchungen, S. 52; Н. Busse, Persische Diplomatik, 

. 221. 
i SC H. Busse, Untersuchungen, S. 52. 
185 Vgl. A. Mostaert/F. W. Cleaves, Les Lettres, S. 10, 16; А. Mostaert/ 


Е. W. Cleaves, Trois documents, S. 423£.; Е. W. Cleaves, The Mongolian 
Documents, 8. 25; А. D. Papazian, Deux nouveaux iarlyks, S. 388. 
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waltung verschiedene Siegel einführte. Zu ihnen gehórte auch ein 
kleines Goldsiegel (alttin tamgä-ye kücek), das „für die Steuerschecks 
(baravät) von Schatzhaus und Provinzen, für Quittungen (yäfte) 
und Entlastungen (mofdsat)*959* sowie für Diwan-Schriftstiicke (mak- 
tübat-e divani) in Umsatz- (mo‘dmelat), Wasser- und Bodenangelegen- 
heiten“ verwendet wurde.!9? Die Stellen, an denen das altün tamgä 
bei Rasido’d-Din auBerdem noch erwáhnt wird, weisen in die 
gleiche Richtung: Stets begegnet es im Zusammenhang mit fiskali- 
schen Angelegenheiten,!** so daß es als das Finanz-Siegel балап 
Hans bezeichnet werden darf. Dabei ist zu beachten, daB es sowohl 
für Finanz- und Vermógensentscheide (Renten-Bewilligungen, Ver- 
gabe von Staatsland usw.) wie auch für Dokumente des staatlichen 
Zahlungsverkehrs (Steuerschecks, Quittungen, Entlastungen) ver- 
wendet wurde. 

Kehren wir nun noch einmal zu der Goldsiegel-Urkunde von Abü 
Sa‘id zurück, so läßt sich ihr Inhalt dahingehend zusammenfassen, 
daB eine namentlich genannte Person damit beauftragt wird, in 
einer bestimmten Ortschaft ein genau bezeichnetes Maß an Abgaben 
einzuziehen und so lange zu verwahren, bis von seiten des Groß- 
diwans darüber verfügt wird. Auch bier wird das Goldsiegel also für 
ein Finanzdokument verwendet, das heißt es hat unter Abii баба 
noch dieselbe Funktion wie zur Zeit von Gäzän Han. 

Ein Leitfaden des staatlichen Rechnungswesens, der um 1340 
von ‘Emad as-Sarävi verfaßt wurde, läßt erkennen, daß sich daran 
auch nach dem Ende der Ilchane (1335) nichts änderte. Das Werk, 
das den Titel Game‘o’l-hesdb trägt, enthält eine Reihe von Abschrif- 
ten aus staatlichen Rechnungsbüchern, unter ihnen Auszüge aus 
einem Tagebuch (raznämge) zu Beginn des Jahres 37 Дата (21. 
März 1338-20. März 1339). Aus diesen geht hervor, daß Renten (al- 
idrärät), Renten-Übertragungen (naql al-idrär), Gehälter (al-marsü- 
mat) und Ehrengeschenke (as-suyurgal) sowie Bewilligungen für die 
Begleichung von Feststellungsgebührnissen (hagq at-iagrir) und für 
1886 Zu Lesung und Bedeutung von mofäsät vgl. W. Hinz, Rechnungswesen, 
S. 17, Anm. 1. 

167 А. A. Ali-zade, Dzamt-at-tavarich, б. 501. 

13 Ebd., S. 463, 470, 550 und öfter (Steuerscheck); 468, 560 und öfter 
(Vergabe von Staatsland); RaSido’d-Din, Mokätabät, S. 113 (Bewilligung von 
Renten). Diese Belege zeigen, daß das Finanzsiegel normalerweise altün tam- 
да genannt wurde. Die verdeutlichende Bezeichnung altun tamgä-ye kūček 
im Zusammenhang mit der Siegelordnung Gazan Hans erklürt sich dadurch, 


daß die verschiedenen Siegel dort nach ihrer Größe beschrieben und. klassi- 
fiziert werden. 
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den Bedarf von Kronschatz (hezäne-ye ‘amere) und Hofhaltung 
(garak-yaraq) durch Goldsiegel-Erlaß (be-hokm-e altün tamga) verfügt 
wurden. 

Die Bilingue und die Erlasse im Dastur al-katib zeigen, daß das 
altün tamgà auch unter Seyh Oveys als Finanzsiegel fungierte. Es 
wird in Verbindung mit Steuerschecks?”° und mit Urkunden erwähnt, 
die die Bewilligung von Renten,!"! Geháltern,!?? Unterhaltsmitteln 
(ma‘igat),173 -Steuernachlassen (tabfify** und Steuerbefreiungen 
(mo'àfi)!*5 zum Inhalt haben. Unserem Erlaf ist zu entnehmen, daß 
es auch bei der förmlichen Bestätigung von Finanzentscheiden 
früherer Herrscher Anwendung fand. 

DaB das Goldsiegel nur für Finanzdokumente im Sinne der von 
Gäzän Hàn getroffenen Regelung und nicht für alle Urkunden zu- 
ständig war, die in irgendeiner Weise finanzielle Angelegenheiten 
berührten, zeigt sich besonders deutlich an dem ErlaB, der bisher 
Soltàn Ahmad zugeschrieben wurde.!?* Hier geht es darum, daß 
eine früher getroffene Finanzregelung von den örtlichen Steuer- 
organen nicht respektiert wird, so daB diese mit allem Nachdruck zu 
ihrer Einhaltung aufgefordert werden müssen. Wenn der Erlaß trotz 
dieser finanziellen Aspekte kein Goldsiegel trágt, so deshalb, weil 
weder ein Finanzentscheid noch eine fórmliche Bestátigung eines 
solchen ausgesprochen wird. Es handelt sich vielmehr darum, einem 
bereits existierenden Entscheid Geltung zu verschaffen, das heißt wir 
haben es nicht mit einem fiskalischen Vorgang, sondern mit einer 
Anordnung zu tun, die in den Bereich executiver Maßnahmen fällt. 
Dafür waren, wie auch aus anderen Erlassen hervorgeht,1?? rote 
Siegel zustándig.!79 


19$ N. Göyüng, S. 45-47. 

1? Dastür al-katib, fol. 185а—185Ъ, 200b. 

1? Ebd., fol. 216b-217b. 

178 Ebd., fol. 2088, 218b. 

173 Ebd., fol. 218a. 

174 Ebd., fol. 219a. 

115 Ebd., fol. 219b. 

178 Zur Zuordnung vgl. den Abschnitt Der galäyeridische Erlaß von 773] 
1372. 

11? Vgl. A. D. Papazian, Deux nouveaux iarlyks, S. 388, 398f. Weitere 
Beispiele dafür finden sich unter den noch nicht veróffentlichten Erlassen der 
Ardebiler Sammlung. 

18 Vgl. С. Qi’em-Magimi, Farman, S. 274. - Dokumente mit rotem Siegel 
betrafen also nicht nur „wichtige für das ganze Reich entscheidende Dinge“ 
(so G. Doerfer, Türkische und mongolische Elemente, Bd. TIT, S. 559), sondern 
durchaus auch weniger relevante Einzelentscheidungen. 
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So wie das Goldsiegel ausschließlich für Finanzentscheide bzw. für 
Dokumente des staatlichen Zahlungsverkehrs verwendet wurde, 
sind andererseits rote Siegel bisher kein einziges Mal fiir ausge- 
sprochene Finanzurkunden nachweisbar.1”* Allerdings kam es vor, 
daß finanzielle Verfügungen in Erlasse mit anderem Gegenstand 
eingeschaltet und dann auch mit einem anderen als dem Goldsiegel 
beglaubigt wurden. Dies war z.B. dann der Fall, wenn Gehälter im 
Rahmen von Ernennungsurkunden festgesetzt wurden.150 


_ Für die Siegelinschriften wurde bei den Ilchanen bis zur Zeit von 
Olgayti (1304-1316) die chinesische Sprache verwendet.!#! Abi 
Бала (1317-1335) hielt teilweise noch an diesem Brauch fest,!?? 
benutzte gleichzeitig jedoch auch schon Siegel mit arabischen Tex- 
ten.18? In Fortführung dieser Entwicklung sind auch die Siegel- 
inschriften von Seyh Oveys arabisch. Ihr Inhalt besteht sowohl 
beim Goldsiegel der Bilingue wie auch bei dem Siegel des Erlasses 
von 773/1312 aus religiösen Formeln. Dazu tritt im zweiten Fall 
die in Buchstaben geschriebene Jahreszahl 759.184 Dies ist deshalb 
interessant, weil wir Siegel mit Jahresangaben vor dem 16. Jahr- 
hundert bislang nicht kannten. Ob sich die Zahl wie später bei den 


1? Nach С. Doerfer (Türkische und mongolische Elemente, Bd. IIT, S. 559) 
wird im Dastür al-kätib ein Erlaß mit rotem Siegel erwähnt, der den Steuer- 
einhebern für die „Eintreibung einer wichtigen allgemeinen Reichssteuer'' 
ausgehändigt wurde. Sieht man eimnal davon ab, daß sich die betreffende 
Stelle auf die Regierungsjahre Hülägüs (1256-1265) und damit auf einen 
Herrscher bezieht, über dessen Siegelordnung wir nicht genau informiert sind, 
so ergibt eine Überprüfung des Textes, daß die fraglichen Erlasse (ahkäm-e 
äl-tamgäha) nicht die Eintreibung einer Reichssteuer zum Inhalt hatten, son- 
dern daß damit die Statthalter und Steuerkommissare aufgefordert wurden, 
dem Großdiwan jene Steuerschecks zuzuleiten, die man ihnen in den drei 
letzten Jahren zur Einlösung vorgelegt hatte (Dastür al-kätib, fol. 191b). Es 
handelt sich also auch hier nicht um eine steuerliche, sondern um eine admi- 
nistrative Maßnahme. 

189 Dastür al-katib, fol. 1718, 186b, 198a und öfter. Ernennungen wurden 
mit roten Siegeln beglaubigt (vgl. Dastür al-kätib 1/2, S. 496, 499). 

181 Vgl. A. Mostaert/F. W. Cleaves, Trois documents mongols, S. 4821f. 

182 Ebd., S. 484; А. D. Papazian, Deux nouveaua iarlyks, Tafel І. 

183 So auf dem schon erwähnten Goldsiegel-Erlaß von 725/1325 sowie auf 
einem weiteren Ardebiler Erlaß aus dem Jahr 721/1321. Das Siegel der an 
zweiter Stelle genannten Urkunde ist mit dem Siegel des von A. D. Papazian 
edierten Fragments identisch, so daß dieses jetzt definitiv Abii Said zuge- 
wiesen werden kann (vgl. А. D. Papazian, Deux nouveaux varlyks, S. 400f. 
und Tafel 11/2). 

14 OG. Qü'em-Maqümi, Farman, S. 274. 
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Safaviden auf das Datum der Siegelherstellung!?* oder aber auf das 
epochale Jahr der Eroberung von Äzarbäyfän bezieht,1%* ist an 
Hand des einzelnen Beispiels nicht zu entscheiden. 


Die Abweichungen der mongolischen Fassung 


Sowohl die persische wie die mongolische Seite sind mit Intitulatio 
und abschließendem Siegel versehen, so daß beide als formal selb- 
ständige Urkunden betrachtet werden müssen. Inhaltlich dagegen 
stehen sie auf verschiedenen Stufen. Während die mongolische 
Fassung im persischen Text weder direkt noch indirekt erwähnt 
wird, findet sich umgekehrt ein bedeutsamer Verweis: ‚In der Weise, 
wie es auf der Rückseite dieses Erlasses geschrieben ist, haben wir 
...“ (Z. 12-13). Da die persische Version nichts enthält, was sich 
als „Anlage“ zum mongolischen Text verstehen ließe, muß sich 
die Wendung ‚in der Weise, wie“ entweder auf die umseitige Erlaß- 
Formel (bed-àn sabab hokm-e yarlig be-altün tamgä-ye zemn be-nafaz 
peyvast) oder aber ganz allgemein auf die persische Fassung be- 
ziehen. So oder so läßt ein derartiger Bezug nur die Deutung zu, 
daß die eigentliche Beurkundung nicht parallel durch beide Fassun- 
gen, sondern allein durch die persische vollzogen wurde, so daß diese 
als Original bezeichnet werden kann. 

Vergleicht man die beiden Seiten im einzelnen miteinander, so 
zeigt sich, daß die Übersetzung ins Mongolische nicht immer wört- 
lich ist. Ein Teil der Abweichungen erklärt sich dadurch, daß der 
Übersetzer am hergebrachten Formular mongolischer Urkunden 
festgehalten hat. Hierher gehört unter anderem der Wegfall von 
Corroboratio!?? und Apprecatio, die Hinzufügung der Ortsangabe 


185 Vgl. H. Busse, Untersuchungen, В. 47ff. Die Angabe des Autors (S. 47), 
auch die turkmenischen Siegel hätten bereits Jahreszahlen getragen, findet 
sich durch die von ihm selbst veröffentlichten Urkunden nicht bestätigt. 
Wenn ich es recht überblicke, ist bisher nur ein einziges turkmenisches Sie- 
gel mit Jahreszahl bekannt, jedoch nicht im Original, sondern lediglich als 
Nachzeichnung (A. D. Papazjan, Persidskie dokumenty, Nr. 6). Da es im Ge- 
gensatz zu den turkmenischen Orginalurkunden nicht am Fuß, sondern — 
übereinstimmend mit safavidischen Erlassen — am Kopf des Textes steht, 
haben wir es möglicherweise mit einer Zeiehnung zu tun, bei der spätere 
Gegebenheiten zurückprojiziert werden. 

196 Vgl. dazu den Abschnitt Der historische Zusammenhang. 

18 Die Wendung „wir haben ihm ... einen Erla mit rotem Siegel ver- 
liehen, welchen er in seinem Besitz verwahren soll“ (F. W. Cleaves, The Mon- 
golian Documents, S. 27, 32£.) enthält keinen Hinweis darauf, daß die Urkun- 
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sowie die Wiedergabe von kutiba (geschrieben) durch bitig тати... 
bicibei (unseren Brief haben wir geschrieben) .18® 

Andererseits begegnen Wendungen, die nicht dem persischen 
Original, wohl aber anderen persischen Urkunden entsprechen. Dies 
gilt für die Ergänzung von debted durch muvamar-a (pers. dafäter 
б mo dmarat),189 mugas-a durch mustayray (pers. тодаззе ó mosta- 
grag)' und mavrus durch öber-e (pers. mafrüz б mouzu'** sowie 
durch die sinngemäße Wiedergabe von galam ó gadam kutäh ó 
keside därand durch yambar ba Siliay-ud-iyar barad bitig Буй 
yayuba Бим yuyutuyar (pers. va be-hit vagh az voguh bar-ängä barat 
na-nevisand va havàlati na-konand/und man soll auf keinerlei Weise 
einen dort falligen Steuerscheck ausschreiben oder eine Steuer- 
anweisung ausstellen)]?? Auch der abschließende Teil der Pón- 
formel mit der Androhung der Hóllenstrafe wird auf diese Weise 
verständlich. Er beruht auf dem Koranwort wa ma'wa-hu gahannamu 
wa bi’sa’l-masiru (... und die Hölle wird ihn dereinst aufnehmen. 
Ein schlimmes Ende!),!?? das im Разии’ al-katib an entsprechender 
Stelle belegt 156.194 Offenbar waren dem Übersetzer diese formel- 
haften Wendungen so geläufig, daß er sie auch dann verwendete, 
wenn sie mit dem Original nicht wórtlich übereinstimmten. 

Weitere Abänderungen ergeben sich dadurch, daß der Übersetzer 
im Hinblick auf den mongolischen Leser die persische Fassung 
offensichtlich nicht immer für eindeutig und nachdrücklich genug 
hielt. Für „Steuer-Aufkommen des Dorfes Saq.iyar“ sagt er ver- 
deutlichend „alle Steuern der Sagiyar genannten Ortschaft“ und 
statt vom ‚Fluch Gottes und der Engel und der Menschen insgesamt“ 
spricht er verschärfend von ,,zehn Millionen Flüchen‘ sowie davon, 
daß man ,,von Gott, von der Religion des Propheten Maymad und von 
allen Engeln verlassen sei“. 

Eine Reihe von Unterschieden beruht schließlich darauf, daß 


de nur mit Siegel gültig ist, und kann daher nicht als Corroboratio betrach- 
tet werden. 

188 Vgl. A. Mostaert/F, W. Cleaves, Les Lettres, S. 18, 56; A. Mostaert/F. W. 
Cleaves, Trois documents, S. 433, 451, 470; F. W. Cleaves, The Mongolian 
Documents, В. 32. 

189 "Vol. Dastür al-kätib, fol. 216b, 217b, 2198. 

19 Ebd., fol. 2178, 225b. 

131 Ebd., fol. 1788, 217 b, 225a. 

192 Ebd., fol. 2178, 217b, 219b. 

133 Sure ТЇЇ, 162; VIII, 16 (Übersetzung nach R. Paret, Der Koran, S. 143). 
14 Dastür al-kätib, fol. 216b, 2188, 225b (in allen drei Beispielen geht dabei 
die Pónformel der Bilingue voraus). 
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weggelassen wird, was von der Sache her entbehrlich ist. Dazu 
zählen schmückende Beiwörter (motabarrak) und Beinamen (Sadr 
al-Millat), aber auch Sätze oder Satzteile, die einer Wiederholung 
dessen nahekommen, was auch an anderer Stelle gesagt ist. Zwei 
Beispiele mögen hier genügen: So wird zwar bar qarür-e ma’hüd 
be-motavaggeh-e dih-e Süq.iyür moqüsse däneste übersetzt (vgl. Z. 
14-17 des mongolischen Textes), nicht jedoch bar garär be-mougebi 
ke тодта 6 mogarrar bide mogrä dänand. Entsprechend gibt es für 
tagyir 6 tabdil bed-àn тай, na-dehand eine mongolische Parallele (vgl. 
dort Z. 17), nicht jedoch für va az Säyebe-ye tangis 6 tangis тазит ó 
mahris namäyand. 

Während sich die bisher genannten Abweichungen auf bestimmte 
Regeln zurückführen ließen, bleiben noch einige Verkürzungen zu 
erwähnen, deren Ursache nicht recht zu erkennen ist. Einmal ist 
hier die Auslassung des Wortes moridän in Z. 3 zu nennen, die zu der 
Bedeutungsverschiebung führt, daß die Rente nicht speziell auf 
den Namen der Jünger, sondern auf den des Scheichs eingetragen 
ist. Zum anderen wird in der mongolischen Fassung alles über- 
gangen, was auf die immerwährende Laufzeit der Rente hinweist. 
Dies gilt nicht nur für har sälin Z. 2 und für säl be-säl in Z. 5, sondern 
auch für den folgenden Passus in Z. 7-8: va har sal be-tagdid ahkam 
6 parvüne na-talaband va be-yäfte gäriyo’l-"ädat gana‘at namäyand 
va in 'arefe rà dar bäre-ye änän edrüri modäm-e mostamerr va en’ämi 
mostagerr däneste. Während man im Fall von moridän noch an eine 
Flüchtigkeit beim Übersetzen denken könnte, scheidet diese Mög- 
lichkeit im Zusammenhang mit der Rente deshalb aus, weil die 
Angaben über die Laufzeit systematisch weggelassen werden. Allen- 
falls ließe sich vermuten, daß der Übersetzer das in den mongolischen 
Text übernommene Wort edrär für ausreichend hielt, um die Dauer 
zu bezeichnen. Wie wir an anderer Stelle gesehen haben, stand es in 
der Regel für Zuwendungen, die sich über die Lebenszeit des Emp- 
fängers hinaus bis auf seine Kinder und Kindeskinder erstreckten. 
Dem steht jedoch entgegen, daß sogar der persische Leser, der mit 
dem Terminus sehr viel vertrauter gewesen sein dürfte als der 
mongolische, explizit - und dies mehrfach — auf den immerwähren- 
den Charakter der Bewilligung hingewiesen wird. Dem Dastär 
al-kätib ist zu entnehmen, daß dies nicht auf die vorliegende Urkunde 
beschränkt, sondern auch in anderen einschlägigen Erlassen üblich 
war.!?5 Man wird daher die gravierenden Abweichungen, die hier 
15 Ebd., fol. 216b, 2178, 217b, 225b. 
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zu verzeichnen sind, wohl erst dann einordnen kénnen, wenn durch 
neues Material eine breitere Ausgangsbasis gegeben ist. 


Anhang: Der galäyeridische Erlaß von 773/1372 


In der Bibliothéque Nationale in Paris befindet sich ein persischer 
Original-Erlaß, der nicht weniger als dreimal herausgegeben wurde, 
nämlich 1938 von H. Masse, 1944 von M. Qazvini und 1968 von 
б. Qà'em-Maqümi.1*5 Der Empfänger der Urkunde ist Dech Sadro'd- 
Din von Ardebil (1334-1392), der Ausstellungsort Tabriz und das 
Ausfertigungsdatum ein nicht genau zu bestimmender Tag im 
Monat Di’l-ga‘da 773/Mai-Juni 1372.197 Als Aussteller vermuten 
alle drei Herausgeber Soltän Ahmad, einen Sohn von Seyh Oveys. 
Gestützt wird diese Zuschreibung jeweils auf die dem Datum 
folgende Schlußzeile, in der vor der Ortsangabe zwei Gruppen inein- 
ander verschlungener Schriftzeichen anzutreffen and 199 In der 
unteren meint man übereinstimmend den Namen Ahmad zu er- 
kennen, obgleich weder der erste Buchstabe als alef noch der zweite 
als ë gelten kann.199 Die obere Gruppe von Buchstaben wird über- 
gangen oder als Abzeichnung (fougi') des Ausstellers gedeutet, wobei 
allerdings offenbleibt, welchen Wortlaut sie hat.?° Daß Ahmad 
Galäyer erst 784/1382 zur Herrschaft kam, der Erlaß jedoch schon 
773/1372 während der Regierungszeit seines Vaters Seyh Oveys 
entstanden ist, wird bei H. Masse mit keinem Wort erwähnt. M. 
Qazvini war sich dieser Schwierigkeit bewußt, glaubte jedoch, 
Ahmad sei deshalb zur Austellung der Urkunde befugt gewesen, weil 
er das Gebiet von Ardebil als Soyurghal innegehabt habe.?? Er 
konnte auf Grund des damaligen Wissensstandes allerdings noch 
nicht berücksichtigen, daß das Siegel wegen seiner Größe nur von 
einem Souverän stammen kann.?02 

Gegen die Lesung Ahmad spricht noch ein weiterer Gesichtspunkt, 
der den drei Herausgebern ebenfalls noch nicht bekannt sein konnte. 


19 Vgl. H. Masse, Ordonnance; M. Qazvini, Farmän-e Soltän Ahmad; б. 
Q&a'em-Maqàmi, Farman. 

19? Der Tag ist durch Ubersieglung unlesbar geworden. 

1:3 Ур], С. Qa’em-Maqimi, Farman, Tafel 10. 

199 (1. Qä’em-Magämi (Formän, S. 275) hat diese Diskrepanz bemerkt, ver- 
fehlt mit Ebn Ahmad jedoch ebenfalls die richtige Lesung. 

200 Vgl. M. Qazvini, Parman-e Soltän Ahmad, S. 29, Anm. 8. 

201 Ebd., S. 27. 

22? Dies ergibt sich aus den noch unveróffentlichten Ardebiler Erlassen. 
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Wir besitzen inzwischen eine größere Anzahl von Original-Urkunden, 
seit dem Fund von Ardebil auch solche des 14. Jahrhunderts, und 
wissen jetzt, daß der Name des Ausstellers niemals am Fuß, sondern 
stets am Kopf der Erlasse genannt wird. Wenn dies in der Urkunde 
von 773/1372 nicht der Fall ist, so einzig deshalb, weil das Papier 
unmittelbar über der ersten Textzeile abgerissen und die Intitulatio 
damit verlorengegangen ist. 

Der allerletzte Zweifel läßt sich zerstreuen, wenn man die Frage 
stellt, ob die betreffenden Schriftzeichen nicht analog zu den SchluB- 
wendungen anderer Erlasse zu deuten sind. In vielen Urkunden des 
14, und 15. Jahrhunderts findet sich am Ende eine formelhafte 
Bitte um göttlichen Segen, die sogenannte Apprecatio.?0? Sie lautet 
(ya) rabbi’htim bi l-hair,??* rabbv htim bi's-sa'ada,??* rabbi’htim bil- 
hair wa'l-husna,?** rabbi htim bi l-hair wa'l-iqbal" oder rabbi рит, 
bil-har wa’s-sa‘dda wa’l-igbal.2°® Aus den in ensa’-Werken über- 
lieferten Urkunden sind noch weitere Varianten bekannt, so bei- 
spielsweise rabbi hiim bi l-hair wa's-sa'ada wa'l-husnàa.?9* 

Mit der Kenntnis dieser Formeln lassen sich die beiden ersten 
Buchstaben der unteren Gruppe von Schriftzeichen mühelos als 70 
und ба’ identifizieren, zumal sie genauso angeordnet und gestaltet 
sind wie in den Apprecationsformeln einiger anderer Urkunden.?!? 
Die folgenden Zeichen sind wegen des aufgestempelten Siegels zwar 
nur zum Teil lesbar, da jedoch am Anfang ein alif, am Ende ein r@’ 
und von den Buchstaben dazwischen noch ein fd’ sowie ein mim 
zu erkennen sind, kann kein Zweifel daran sein, daß es sich um die 
Wörter thtim bi’l-hair handelt. 

203 "Vgl. dazu H. Busse, Untersuchungen, S. 34. 

204 A.D. Papazian, Deux nouveaux iarlyks, S. 398, 399; Verf., Hin Erlaß, 
S. 136. Außerdem häufig in den noch nicht veröffentlichten Erlassen aus 
Ardebil. 

75 A. D. Papazjan, Persidskie dokumenty, Nr. 4 (vom Herausgeber irr- 
tümlich mit harrara’l-‘abd al-hädim wiedergegeben). 

208 I. Busse, Untersuchungen, Tafel I (ebd., S. 150 versehentlich ... wa’l- 
ihsän; vgl. dazu die Rezension von L. Fekete in Der Islam Bd. 36, S. 293); 
J. Aubin, Un Soyurghal, Tafel LII (ebd., S. 162 versehentlich . . . wa’l-husn). 
Außerdem in einem noch unveróffentlichten Ardebiler Erlaß vom 13. Cumä- 
dà I 759/23. April 1358. 

207 Н. Busse, Untersuchungen, Tafel II (ebd., S. 153 versehentlich ... bi- 
hair wa’l-ihsän; von L. Fekete, а.а. О., S. 293 richtiggestellt). 

208 JH. Busse, Untersuchungen, Tafel XII. 

209  Yuüsof.e Ahl, Farä’ed-e Giyäst, fol. 315b (Erlaß des Timuriden Miränsäh 
aus dem Jahr 796/1394). 


210 Vgl. J. Aubin, Un Soyurghal, Tafel LII; H. Basse, ыша 
Tafel I, ПТ, XII; A. D. Papazjan, Persidskie dokumenty, Nr. 4. 
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Zwischen der unteren und der oberen Buchstabengruppe befindet 
sich ein wäw, das als Konjunktion und gedeutet werden darf. Am 
héchsten Punkt der oberen Gruppe ist das gleiche Zeichen noch 
einmal anzutreffen, das heißt wir haben es mit emer dreigliedrigen 
Apprecatio zu tun. Wahrend sich das Mittelglied nicht entziffern 
läßt, sind von dem letzten ein breit ausgezogenes hë’ und am Ende 
ein y@ mit einem überdimensional großen Schlußbogen erkennbar. 
Auf Grund der oben genannten Formeln darf dieser Teil als husna 
gelesen werden. Insgesamt ergibt sich damit folgender Wortlaut: 
rabbv htim bi’l-hair wa . . . wa’l-husnä. 

Nachdem sich die Lesung Ahmad als irrig erwiesen hat,?!! müssen 
wir die Urkunde dem Fürsten zuordnen, der 773/1372 in Azar- 
baygan die Herrschaft ausübte. Wie bereits erwähnt, war dies 
niemand anderes als Seyh Oveys. Zu ihm paBt auch das Siegel, das 
die Jahreszahl 759 (1358) trágt.9? ` 


Im Unterschied zu den vorhergehenden Veröffentlichungen 
schließt die von С. Qä’em-Magämi auch eine vollständige Abbildung 
des Originals ein. Auf diese Weise wurde erstmals bekannt, daß auf 
der Rückseite des Erlasses ein mongolischer Vermerk angebracht 
ist, der sich aus der Formel üfig inu sowie aus den Namen S-a 
Maymud (Sih Mahmüd), Samsadin Sakariya (Samso’d-Din Zakari- 
ya), Kaus (Kä’üs), Najibadin Maymad (Nagibo’d-Din Mohammad) 
und Sayiy Ali (Seyh ‘Ali) zusammensetzt.212? Darüber hinaus enthält 
die Rückseite noch zwei arabische Sichtvermerke, von denen der 
eine fäla’atu und der ander ¿ttala'atu lautet.214 Während die mongo- 
lischen Eintragungen von ein und demselben Schreiber herrühren, 
stammen die arabischen von verschiedenen Handen. 

Der erste Name des mongolischen Vermerks läßt sich dem Mozaf- 
fariden Sàh Mahmüd zuordnen, der über Esfahàn gebot und seit 
771/1369—70 mit einer Tochter von Sech Oveys vermählt war.215 
Der an zweiter Stelle genannte Samso'd-Din Zakariyä war ein ehe- 
maliger Wesir, der zum Emir aufgestiegen war und am Hofe von 


211 Auf Grund der inzwischen bekannt gewordenen Original-Urkunden ist 
die Lesung des Texts übrigens auch an anderen Stellen zu verbessern bzw. 
zu vervollständigen. So lauten die bislang unentzifferten Wörter vor der 
Datumsangabe va bar-in gomle ravand va e'temad namdyand. 

212 Vgl. dazu den Abschnitt Segel. 

213 Zur Entzifferung vgl. G. Doerfer, Anhang. 

214 (4. Qä’em-Magämi, Farman, Tafel 11. 

215 Häfez-e Ага, S. 196. Vgl. auch М. Qazi, S. 47ff. 
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Seyh Oveys eine bedeutende Rolle spielte,?!* ohne daß wir im einzel- 
nen erfahren, welches Amt er in der Zeit innehatte, in der der Erlaß 
ausgestellt wurde. Bei Kä’üs handelt es sich um einen Fürsten von 
Servän, der zweimal nach Tabriz vorgestoßen war und die Stadt 
verwüstet hatte. Er wurde 768/1367 überwunden und eingekerkert, 
erhielt jedoch nach dreimonatiger Haft sein Land zurück und war 
fortan ein entschiedener Parteigänger der Gal&yeriden.?!" Der Name 
Nagibo’d-Din Mohammad bezieht sich vermutlich auf einen ehe- 
maligen. Wesir von Seyh Oveys, einen Bruder von Samso'd-Din 
Zakariya.*4* Mit Seyh ‘Ali schließlich dürfte ein Kadi dieses Namens 
gemeint sein, der offensichtlich zur näheren Umgebung von Seyh 
Oveys gehórte.?!? 

Nach A. Mostaert und FEF. W. Cleaves bedeutet der Terminus 
dig inu „dessen (d.h. des Dokuments) Gegenzeichnung"'.??? So þe- 
trachtet wäre die Erwähnung von Sah Mahmüd innerhalb des Ver- 
merkes ein Anzeichen dafür, daß er in Tabriz anwesend war, als 
dort der ErlaB im Diil-qa'da 773 ausgestellt wurde. Dem steht 
jedoch entgegen, daß ein Aufenthalt des Mozaffariden bei Dech 
Oveys ein so herausragendes Ereignis gewesen wäre, daß es sich 
ganz sicher in den Chroniken niedergeschlagen hátte. Da dies nicht 
der Fall ist, müssen wir davon ausgehen, daß der Vermerk unab- 
hàngig von Gegenwart oder Abwesenheit der in ihm Genannten 
angebracht wurde. Dies gilt um so mehr, als auch Kä’üs in der 
fraglichen Zeit aller Wahrscheinlichkeit nach nicht zugegen war. 
Bei Häfez-e Abrü wird verhältnismäßig ausführlich über ihn be- 
richtet, so daß es wohl kaum mit Stillschweigen übergangen worden 
wäre, wenn er damals am $aläyeridischen Hofe geweilt hatte. 

Wenn in dem 077 inu-Vermerk auch Abwesende aufgeführt wer- 
den, so kann ег nicht die Bedeutung einer ,,Gegenzeichnung“ haben. 
Die Garantie für die Echtheit des. Herrschersiegels, die mit einem 
solchen Vorgang verbunden ist,221 kann naturgemäß nur der über- 
nehmen, der sich bei der Ausstellung eines Erlasses in der Um- 
gebung des Herrschers befindet. Die Tatsache, daß der Vermerk auch 
die Namen Abwesender enthält, läßt es eigentlich nur zu, ihn als 


216 Häfez-e Abrü, S. 156, 192. 

217 Ebd., 8. 194f. 

318 Ebd., 8. 192. Die Urkunde für seine Ernennung zum Wesir findet sichi im 
Dastir al- Aen, fol. 183b-184 b. 

29 Hāfez-e Abrü, S. 197. 

220 Vgl. F. W. Cleaves, А SE Practice, Š. 512. 

221 Whd. 
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Ausdruck eines Ehrenvorrechts zu deuten: Offenbar war es ein be- 
sonderes Privileg, auf den Erlassen des Herrschers genannt zu. wer- 
den. Für diese Vermutung spricht auch, daß sich der Vermerk nicht 
aus individuellen Abzeichnungen zusammensetzt, sondern daß wir 
es mit einer fortlaufenden Niederschrift durch ein und dieselbe 
Hand zu tun haben.?2? 


Korrekturzusatz 


Aus der Sicht weiterer Ardebiler Urkunden, die erst nach der Druck- 
legung aufgearbeitet werden konnten, lassen sich Text und Über- 
setzung des hier vorgelegten Dokuments in folgenden Punkten ver- 
bessern: | MEE 


1. Die Tughra (Z. 1) enthált in Abweichung von den bisher be- 
kannten Einleitungsformeln weder einen Herrschernamen noch ein 
Befehlswort. Sie lautet vielmehr al-diwdn al-a‘lä (,,Der GroBdiwan*). 


2. Das Wort етт, (Z. 5) ist nicht auf айй» tamgä, sondern auf 
hokm-e yarlig zu beziehen und mit „Rückseite (des Dokuments)‘ 
zu übersetzen (vgl. zu dieser Bedeutung u.a. H. Busse, Untersuchun- 
gen, S. 178, 187). Die fragliche Stelle heiBt dann: ,,Sobald sie in 
dieser Angelegenheit um einen Erlaß nachsuchten, erging daher der 
Goldsiegel-Reichserlaß der Rückseite . . .*' 


Dies bedeutet; daB die eigentliche Willensäußerung des Herrschers 
in der mongolischen Fassung niedergelegt ist, so daß diese als das 
Original bezeichnet werden muß. Die persische Seite ist demgegen- 


222 Auch in den 4709 inu-Vermerken, die sich auf den mongolischen Briefen 
und Urkunden der Пеһапе finden, stammen die Namen jeweils von ein und 
demselben Schreiber (A. Mostaert/F. W. Cleaves, Trois documents, S. 481f.; 
Е. W. Cleaves, A Chancellery Practice, S. 512 u. Tafel I-II; F. W. Cleaves, 
The Mongolian Documents, Tafel I). Bedenkt man, daß eine „Gegenzeich- 
nung‘ nur dann vorliegt, wenn sie durch eine individuelle Abzeichnung bzw. 
ein individuelles Siegel erfolgt, so erheben sich auch hier Zweifel, ob die Ver- 
merke bislang richtig gedeutet worden sind. (Daß man gerade auch im 
mongolischen Bereich den Wert individueller Vermerke oder Siegel kannte, 
erfahren wir durch Ra$ido’d-Din. Er berichtet von einer Anordnung Gäzän 
Häns, derzufolge der jeweils diensthabende Emir der Wachschicht die Er- 
lasse des Herrschers auf der Rückseite zu siegeln hatte, und zwar zum Zei- 
chen dessen, daß die Reinschrift an höchster Stelle vorgelegt und geneh- 
migt worden war. Für diesen Zweck wurde nun nicht nur ein Siegel ver- 
wendet, das unter den Emiren der Wachschichten reihum ging, sondern von 
den vier Emiren, die abwechselnd für diese Aufgabe zuständig waren, er- 
hielt jeder ein besonderes Siegel. Vgl. A. A. Ali-zade, DZami-at-tavarich, В. 
500.) 
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über nicht ein Erlaß des Herrschers, sondern ein auf dem mongoli- 
schen jarliy beruhender Erlaß des dem Großwesir unterstehenden 
GroBdiwans. 


Nachdem deutlich geworden ist, daB es sich bei det mongolischen 
und persischen Seite um Urkunden verschiedener Aussteller handelt, 
überrascht es auch nicht mehr, daß die beiden Fassungen nicht 
immer übereinstimmen. Die Ausstellung vollzog sich vermutlich so, 
daB beide Kanzleien stichwortartige Anweisungen erhielten und 
daß dann die Erlasse auf dieser Grundlage mit Hilfe ähnlich lauten- 
der mongolischer und persischer ens@’-Werke ausgearbeitet wurden. 
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II. DIE MONGOLISCHE FASSUNG 
von 


Gerhard Doerfer 


Bibliographie 


Zur Untersuchung habe ich vor allem das folgende bibliographische 
Material herangezogen: 


Arat = Resid Rahmeti Arat: Eski türk şiiri, Ankara 1965. 

Busse = Heribert Busse: Untersuchungen zum islamischen Kanzleiwesen, 
Kairo 1959. 

Cleaves/Mostaert 1952 = Antome Mostaert et Francis Woodman Cleaves: 
Trois documents mongols des archives secrétes vaticanes, HJ AS 15 (1952), 
419—506 | | 

Cleaves/Mostaert = dieselben: Les lettres de 1289 et 1305 des ilkhan Aryun 
et Oljeitü à Philippe le Bel. Cambridge, Massachusetts 1962. 

Cleaves/OtemiS = Е. W. Cleaves: The anonymous scribal note pertaining to 
the Bitig of Ötemiš, HJAS 16 (1953), 478-486. 

Cleaves/Teheran: F. W. Cleaves: The Mongolian documents in the Musée de 
Téhéran, HJAS 16 (1953), 1-107. 

Dozy = R. Dozy: Supplément aux dictionnaires arabes, Leiden & Paris 1927. 

DS = V. M. Nadeljaev et alii: Drevnetjurkskij slovar’, Leningrad 1969. 

EI = Enzyklopaedie des Islam. Hg. von M. Th. Houtsma u.a., IV, Leiden 
und Leipzig 1938. 

Haenisch = E. Haenisch: Wörterbuch zu Manghol un Niuca Tobca’an ... 
Leipzig 1939. 

Haenisch/Turfan = derselbe: Mongolica der Berliner Turfan-Sammlung, 2, 
Berlin 1959. 

Herrmann = der iranistische Teil dieses Aufsatzes. 

Kowalewski = J. E. Kowalewski: Dictionnaire mongol-russe-frangais, Kasan 
1844—49. 

Kurdoev = К. К. Kurdoev: Kurdsko-russkij slovar’, Moskva 1960. 

Lessing = Ferdinand D. Lessing et alii: Mongolian-English dictionary, 
Berkeley and Los Angeles 1960. 

Ligeti = Ligeti Lajos: Mongol Nyelvemléktár 1, Preklasszikus Emlékek, 
1, Budapest 1963. 

Ligeti XIV = derselbe: Un vocabulaire mongol d'Istanboul, AOH XIV (1962). 

Luvsandéndév = A. Luvsandéndév: Mongol’sko-russkij slovar’, Moskva 
1957. 

Pelliot = Paul Pelliot: Les documents mongols du Musée de Teheran. 
А thür-é Iran 1, Haarlem 1936, 37-44. 

Poppe = N. N. Poppe: Mongol’skij slovar’ Mukaddimat al-Adab, Moskva 
1938. 

Räsänen = Martti Räsänen: Versuch eines etymologischen Wörterbuchs der 
Turksprachen, Helsinki 1969. 

Ra$id/Arends = RaSid ad-Din: DZami-at-tavarich, 3, ed. A. К. Arends, 
Baku 1957. 

Steingas = Е. Steingass: A comprehensive Persian-English dictionary, 
London 1930 
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Temir = Ahmet Temir: Kırşehir Emiri Саса oğlu Nur el-Din’in 1272 tarihli 
arapea-mofolca vakfiyesi, Ankara 1959. 

ТМЕМ = G. Doerfer: Türkische und mongolische Elemente im Neupersi- 
schen, 3 Bande, Wiesbaden 1963-1967 (Band 4 im Druck) 

Weiers = Michael Weiers: Untersuchungen zu einer historischen Grammatik 
des prüklassischen Schriftmongolisch, Wiesbaden 1969. 


Einführung 


Der mongolische Teil ist eine etwas verkürzte Fassung des persischen 
Pendants; ihm fehlen z.B. Tughra und Paraphen. Offenbar galt 
also nur das persische Manuskript als Original; ein auch sonst 
(naeh b. Hindüsäh) im iranischen Kanzleiweisen üblicher Brauch, 
s. Herrmann.! 

Dennoch darf der mongolische Text aus verschiedenen Gründen 
Interesse beanspruchen: 

(1) Er ist die erste bisher publizierte persisch-mongolische BrrrN- 
GUE. (Es liegen im übrigen nur noch zwei arabisch-mongolische 
Bilinguen vor, s. Temir, die aus Kırsehir, heute im Zentrum der 
Türkischen Republik, stammen, das seinerzeit persisch-elchanidi- 
scher Verwaltung unterstand.) Die Angaben b. Hindüsähs über die 
Wirksamkeit mongolischer Sekretáre zu seiner Zeit (und er war ja 
Zeitgenosse Uwais') finden hier eine praktische Bestátigung. 

(2) Es ist eine FRUHE mongolische Urkunde. Mongolische Sprach- 
denkmäler aus dem 13. und 14. Jahrhundert sind bekanntlich recht 
selten. Sie sind — mit Ausnahme u.a. der ganz umfangreichen wie 
Geheime Geschichte der Mongolen und der Wörterbücher — von 
Ligeti zusammengefaBt ediert worden. 

(3) Es ist eine SPATE mongolische Urkunde - spät nämlich für 
lran. Das letzte aus Iran stammende Sprachzeugnis war (s. Ligeti 
176) auf das Jahr 1324 datiert. Es war ja bisher sogar vermutet 
worden (s. TMEN I 16f.), daß das Mongolische zur Zeit der Auf- 
lósung des persischen Elchanreichs (also etwa 1335) bereits aus- 
gestorben oder jedenfalls im Aussterben war. Der erwàhnte dagegen 
sprechende Hinweis des b. Hindüsäh war ja aber nur indirekt. 

Es muß allerdings angemerkt werden, daß einige Zeichen des 
Verfalls und der Iranisierung unverkennbar sind. Schon die Tat- 


1 Andererseits finden wir hier zusätzlich eine Angabe über den Ausferti- 
gungsort, s. Abschnitt „Äußere Einrichtung"; außerdem ist allein hier die 
intitulatio erhalten, die entsprechende Tughra im persischen Teil ist fast 
unleserlich, s. Herrmann. Interessant ist auch die besonders ausdrucksfähige 
Pónformel (s. Busse 29). 
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sache, daß allein der persische Teil als Original galt, spricht dafür. 
Darauf weisen auch die zahlreichen persischen Termini (von denen 
sich manche, z.B. Titel, doch wohl auch hätten mongolisch geben 
lassen können), die Lehnübersetzung moriyer ‚als, in der Eigenschaft 
уоп“, wörtlich ,,auf dem Месе“, ein ganz unmongolischer Ausdruck, 
der eine wörtliche Wiedergabe von pers. bar sabil-i ist, auch even- 
tuell die Wiedergabe des pers. [w] (Laute im folgenden stets in 
eckigen Klammern) i.a. mit mong. „м“ (Grapheme im folgenden 
stets in Anführungszeichen), dagegen pers. [f] wiedergegeben mit 
mong. „v“, s. dazu den Abschnitt ‚Schrift‘ (schon bei Abū бача, 
1320). Zumindest im westlichen iranischen Sprachraum dürfte das 
Mongolische in der 2. Hälfte des 14. Jahrhunderts doch wohl schon 
ziemlich schwach geworden sein (aber doch wohl noch nicht ganz 
ausgestorben bzw. nur noch als traditionell konservierte Kunst- 
sprache fortlebend ; in Transoxanien scheint es dagegen noch recht 
produktiv gewesen zu sein). Was andererseits für eine gewisse 
Lebendigkeit des Mongolischen in Iran spricht, sind typische Vokal- 
einschübe: idirar = pers. idrär, Sadiradin = Sadr-ad-Din, auch 
(Fragmente von Teheran) Urustam = Rustam u.a. 


Datierung 


Dies ist eines der wenigen älteren mongolischen Dokumente, die 
sich sehr präzise (in diesem Falle auf den Tag genau!) datieren 
lassen: Dem 15. Tag des mittleren Herbstmonats des Hundejahres 
= 759 higra entspricht in der persischen Parallele der 13. zi '1-qa'da, 
das ist der 17. Oktober 1358. Zur recht schwierigen Datierung der 
mongolischen Tagesbezeichnungen (schwierig vor allem, weil der 
uigurische Kalender, auf dem angeblich der mongolische basiert, 
nicht ganz exakt mit dem chinesischen übereinzustimmen scheint) 
s. Pelliot 44, Cleaves/Teheran 17-19, Temir 152-155, 291-293. Tat- 
sächlich mag das Problem lösbar sein; das Material dazu ist vor- 
handen, schon unsere Quelle trägt etwas dazu bei. Cf. ferner die 
zahlreichen islamisch-uigurischen Paralleldaten bei Rasid ad-Din, 
Qäsäni na, s. dazu Temir sowie TMEN II Nr. 627 und die einzelnen 
dort aufgeführten Stichwörter (türk. ay ‚Monat‘, aram ay, ekindi 
ay, üčüně ay... l., 2., 3. ... Monat‘). Hier finden sich oft ganz 
spezifische Angaben, z.B. Rasid/Arends 94 ‚der 2. (Tag) des $ün- 
Monats des Rinderjahres! = ‚der 1. (gurra) Ramazan 663° = 17. 
Juni 1265 usw. Freilich: Wie entspricht das uigurische Jahr mit 
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seinen dreizehn Monaten (incl. dem $ün-Schaltmonat, bei Temir 
153, 291f. mißverstanden als ‚Sommermonat‘) der mongolischen 
Jahreseinteilung mit 12 Monaten (nämlich je einem ersten, mittleren 
und letzten Frühlings-, Sommer-, Herbst- und Wintermonat) ? Ich 
habe bisher in älteren Texten noch nie einen 49% (slegii) sara 
‚Schaltmonat‘ gefunden, gegen Howorth, s. TMEN III 328. 


Sprache 


Die Sprache des Dokuments ist noch recht altertiimlich, z.B. im 
Plural nach Zahlwörtern (niken mingyan айай ,eintausend ,,Gold*'- 
stücke‘, doloyan jayud ‚achthundert‘ = „acht Hunderter“ oa: of. 
aber auch ter-e irgen ‚jene Leute‘, busi bolyaqun aran ... laynad-tu 
[statt laynad-tan] bolju ‚die verändernden Leute seien verflucht‘; 
jedoch finden sich ähnliche Belege schon in den шилей mongoli- 
schen Dokumenten). 

Die Uberfremdung der Sprache mit persischen Elementen (s. 
Abschnitt ‚Einführung‘) stellt sie dennoch in eine Reihe mit 
einigen weiteren mehr provinziellen Dokumenten, die in Cleaves/ 
Teheran 6 als „those which pertain to ,domestic affairs‘ '* bezeichnet 
werden (= Ligeti, Iran, Dokumente 2 Nur ad-Din, 5 Saif ad-Din, 
8 Teheran I, II, IIT, 9 Abu Said) und hebt sie deutlich ab von der 
mongolisch-puristischen Sprache, wie sie in den Dokumenten ,,which 
pertain ‚to foreign affairs‘ “ üblich ist, also den Erlassen der mäch- 
tigen Elchane Trans (= Ligeti, Iran, Dokumente 1 Abaya, 3 und 4 
Aryun, 6 Газап, 7 Öljeitü). 


Äußere Einrichtung 


Die äußere Einrichtung des Dokuments entspricht durchaus noch 
der älteren mongolischen Kanzleipraxis, z.B. in der Ausrückung 
aller mit Gott oder dem Herrscher zusammenhängenden Termini; 
cf. dazu Cleaves/Mostaert 1952, 427f., dieselben 1962, 14f., Cleaves/ 
Teheran 9, 15, 22. Die ausgerückten Wörter sind in Gold (entgegen 
älterem Brauch, jedoch übereinstimmend mit Cleaves/Teheran Do- 
kument II, s. S. 8f., und III, s. u.a. S. 15). Und wie in Cleaves/ 
Teheran sind auch die Flexionsendungen in normaler schwarzer 
Farbe gehalten. In unserem Dokument sind in Gold geschrieben und 
ausgerückt: die intitulatio Uwayis bayatur gan ügemanu ‚Uwais 
bahadur hàn, Unser Wort‘, jriy ,ErlaB‘ (aber nicht des Genitiv- 
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suffix -un), ingri ‚Gott‘ (aber nicht das Ablativsuffix -dece), Maymad 
baiyambar ‚Muhammad der Prophet‘ (aber nicht das Genitivsuffix 
-un), manu ,Unser'. Zum Fortwirken dieser Praxis in türkmenischer 
(und sogar noch safevidischer) Zeit s. Busse 43—45 (zum Weiterleben 
des mongolischen Terminus ¿ge manu als türkisch sözüm cf. TM EN 
III, Nr. 1292). Wie in der älteren mongolischen Praxis üblich (noch 
bei Abū База, s. Ligeti 104—108, aber entgegen den Dokumenten bei 
Temir) wird am Anfang des Dokuments Absender und Empfänger 
genannt, zum Schluß Datum und Ausfertigungsort des Dokuments 
gegeben (cf. Cleaves/Mostaert 1952, 428f. sowie Ligeti 83-100); der 
Ausfertigungsort wird auch in türkmenischen Urkunden zuweilen 
gegeben, nicht mehr jedoch in safevidischen, s. Busse 33; schon die 
Geheime Geschichte der Mongolen enthielt den Ausfertigungsort, 
s. ZDMG 113 (1963), 98f. Die promulgatio ist eingerückt. 

Die Siegel der älteren mongolischen Herrscher in Iran waren 
bekanntlich in Chinesisch, s. Cleaves/Mostaert 1952, 482-495 (sowie 
die zugehörigen Faksimiles); es sind drei Typen von Siegeln unter- 
schieden worden: a) Abaya 1267, Aryun 1289, 1290, Teheran 
Dokument II (= Pelliot S. 40); b) Tasan 1302; c) Öljeitü 1305, 
Abu Said 1320. Dagegen entspricht das Siegel des Uwais der islami- 
schen šqhada (Glaubensformel). Der Zusammenbruch der Fiktion 
von der Einheit des von China aus regierten Mongolischen Welt- 
reichs ist damit auch äußerlich „besiegelt“. 


Schrift 


Die Schriftrichtung verläuft horizontal von rechts nach links (wie 
in arabisch-persischer Schrift), nicht von oben nach unten (wie es 
im Osten der Mongolia, offenbar unter chinesischem Einfluß, üblich 
geworden ist). Dies ergibt sich als einfache Folge daraus, daß die 
mongolische Version dem persischen Original gleich gestaltet wurde. 

Paläographisch macht die Schrift natürlich einen altertümlichen 
Eindruck, erinnert jedoch im ganzen Typ mehr an den fast kursiven, 
flüssig-eleganten Stil von Abaya 1267, Nür ad-Din 1272, Aryun 
1290, Tasan 1302, Öljeitü 1305, Abu Sa‘id 1320 als an den schwer- 
fallig-steifen, ,,kufischen“ Stil von Aryun 1289, Cleaves/Teheran I. 

Das für die àlteren mongolischen Dokumente charakteristische 
Spezifikum gilt auch hier: das Fehlen der diakritischen Punkte, und 
zwar sogar besonders ausgeprägt. Während Nir ad-Din noch sehr 
häufig punktiert ist (so Temir Zeile 16 bolyatuyai ‚soll machen‘, wo 
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Y beide Male klar von q getrennt, Zeile 5 Nuradin mit klar punk- 
tiertem N- usw.), wahrend in den Schreiben der Elchane immerhin 
zuweilen diakritische Punkte auftauchen (s. Cleaves/Mostaert 1952, 
425f., dieselben 1962, 11), fehlen hier diakritische (und auch Inter- 
punktions-)Punkte gänzlich (sie sind schon bei Abii Sa‘id äußerst 
selten, s. Cleaves/Teheran 20f.). Die folgenden Laute werden mit 
den gleichen Graphemen bezeichnet:s = 8, q = y, n = afe, -ë- = -J-. 
Auch die üblichen (meist schon aus uigurischer Kanzleipraxis stam- 
menden) Verkürzungen erscheinen hier: jriy ‚Erlaß‘, ingri ‚Gott‘, 
auch kembei ‚Wir haben gesagt‘, s. dazu Mostaert/Cleaves 1952, 426, 
dieselben 1962, 12, Cleaves/Teheran 21, 44. Nicht selten wird etwas 
flüchtig geschrieben und ein Schriftzacken ausgelassen, s. dazu den 
Abschnitt ,,Wórterlste' unter oraysayar. Auch ist in zwei Fallen 
[5] als „w“ (nicht „му“) geschrieben (von uns wie üblich o trans- 
kribiert): bei jobsigejü ‚billigend‘ und bei moriyer „auf dem Wege“, 
s. dazu Cleaves/Mostaert 1952, 426, dieselben 1962, 12, Cleaves/ 
Teheran 21. 

Charakteristisch für die Wiedergabe des persisch-kurdischen [w] 
ist die Verwendung des Graphems „м“ (das sonst für [o], [u] steht), 
und zwar ohne Anlautstrich. Hierin stimmt das Dokument überein 
mit Ара Sad, s. hier in der ‚„Wörterliste‘“ таур, weicht ab von 
Nur ad-Din. Dieses „№“ erscheint in den folgenden Wörtern: 
mutawajigad ‚Steuern‘, wayv ,fromme Stiftung‘, Tawres ‚Tabriz‘ (s. 
„Wörterliste‘‘). Dagegen wird pers.-kurd. [w] mit „У“ (also, wofür 
übliche mongolistische Transkription oft auch w) in den folgenden 
Wörtern wiedergegeben: saviy-a ‚Gebetsklause‘, muvamar-a ‚Steuer- 
einhebevorschrift‘. Im übrigen dient У“ jedoch hauptsächlich zur 
Wiedergabe von pers.-kurd. [f]: wayv ‚fromme Stiftung‘, mavrus 
‚abgesondert‘, viristas ‚Engel‘. Und [f] wird nur in einem einzigen 
Falle mit ,b'' wiedergegeben: in muiasaribud ‚Steuerkommissar‘ 
(so schon bei Abū Said, s. ,, Wórterliste'^). Hierin liegt ein deutlicher 
Ansatz zur präzisen Schreibung iranischer Wörter. Dieser Ansatz 
ist; aber nicht voll durehgedrungen, so werden Geminaten einfach 
geschrieben (mugarar ‚festgelegt‘, statt muqarrar). Überhaupt eignet 
sich ja die mongolische Schrift schlecht zur Wiedergabe iranischer 
und arabischer Wörter. So steht das eine mongolische ,,q“ für. a" 
(muqarar), „5“ (mustayray), „b“ (Sayty, eigentlich „s’yyq‘‘), „a“ 
(Maymad), „h“ (mutawajigad), ‘(laynad). Und mong. „s“ steht für 


vtt 


„S“ (Uwayis), „в“ (mutasaribud), „S“ (Sayty, s. oben), „z“ (saviy-a). 
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Paläographie des dli 


Etwas ausführlicher möchte ich auf die ,,Pal&ographie des d/t‘ in 
mongolischer Schrift eingehen. Für [d] und [t] gibt es dort bekannt- 
lich zwei Schriftzeichen. Die historische Entwicklung ist die folgende: 
Das eine Schriftzeichen(a&, im folgenden ,,d,'*) diente einstmals in 
älteren alttürkischen Texten zur Wiedergabe des Lautes [t], das 
andere (í, im folgenden ,,d,“) gab [d] wieder, s. dazu u.a. A. v. 
Сараш: Alttürkische Grammatik, Leipzig 1950, 17-19. Es herrschte 
in der altesten Epoche eine (jedenfalls weitgehende) eineindeutige 
Zuordnung, nämlich: 

[t] = „Ч“ 

[d] = „d“ 


In der späteren Entwicklung haben sich schon im Türkischen die 
beiden Zeichen vermischt und stehen beide beliebig für [t], [d], 
wobei aber ,,d," mehr im Inlaut vorkommt, dagegen ,,d,“ mehr im 
An- und Auslaut (was im Falle des Anlauts einfach darin begründet 
ist, daß [d-] im Alttürkischen sehr selten ist, nämlich nur m Fremd- 
würtern vorkommt). 

Im Mongolischen gilt nun von vornherein der türkische Spat- 
zustand, das heißt aber, für die Phoneme [t] und [d] existiert nur 
ein Graphem; „d,“ und ,,d," sind nur Allographe desselben Gra- 
phems. Es gilt also auch hier im An- und Auslaut fast durchweg 
„d, `: im Inlaut ziemlich stark überwiegend d." (wobei aber im 
Mongolischen [d-] ein recht häufiger Anlaut ist), s. z.B. Weiers 
46-54. Lediglich für den Auslaut besteht eine eineindeutige Zu- 
ordnung [-d] (sprich [-D], [-t], letzteres aber jedenfalls unaspiriert) 
= ,,d,“ (von ganz wenigen Ausnahmen abgesehen, wie im Bodhitar- 
yävatära von 1312 ed , Ware“); dies liegt einfach daran, daß in 
dieser Position im Mongolischen die Phonemopposition [t] : [d] auf- 
gehoben ist. Obwohl also immer noch zwei Schriftzeichen d." und 
„Aa zwet Phonemen [t] und [d] entsprechen, existiert im An- und 
Inlaut keine eineindeutige (nicht einmal eine eindeutige) Zuordnung 
mehr, vielmehr gilt: | 


[d-], [t-] = „d,“ (fast ausschließlich) 
[-d-], [-t-] = ,,d,“ (viel seltener ,,d,“‘) 
[-d] a, (fast ausschließlich) 


Diese Lage hat fiir viele mongolische Dokumente (Inschriften, Block- 
druck z. B.) noch lange weiter gegolten. 


| 
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Nur ware es aber dennoch unangebracht, in der mongolischen 
Schriftkunde durchweg von nur zwei Allographen auszugehen. Es 
gibt tatsächlich vier, jedenfalls im Inlaut, nämlich: 


Ce 
Min — „@, 
сс 
1 = „ds 
ec 
R == „аз 


ec 
X е „Ча 


(Hierbei wird von Suballographen abgesehen, so hat Cleaves/Tehe- 
ran А für ,,d,“, Abū Sa‘id hatSLfir ,,d,‘‘, woneben aber auch ,,d,‘‘ 
und ‚Ч.‘ existiert, ähnlich Temir Dokument II von 1273 = dort 
Dokument I, Zeilen 62-67, das auch „d,“ und ‚d aufweist.) 
Gewiß dürften ,,d, und ,,d," aus „da“ hervorgegangen sein, sie 
spielen jedoch in der graphischen Entwicklung jedenfalls der ira- 
nisch-mongolischen Dokumente bald eine besondere Rolle. Wie steht 
es damit im Osten der Mongolia (Turkestan, Mongolei, China) ? 

„d“ erscheint auch im Osten der Mongolia, allerdings nur in 
Dokumenten mit mehr kursiver Schrift, nicht in solchen mit steife- 
rer Schrift (Blockdrucke, Inschriften vor allem), wo auch ,,,yd-'' 
„normal“ geschrieben wird, s. Abschnitt ‚Eine bisher nicht erkannte 
Ligatur". Viele Belege für „d,“ bietet Haenisch/Turfan: Alle kur- 
siven Dokumente haben es: S. 29—86, 39-48, 52 (meist juristische 
Dokumente, auch Alexanderroman), die anderen (meist religiósen 
Dokumente) nicht: S. 9-26; seltener erscheint es bei steifer ge- 
schriebenen Texten: 49-51 (profane Kalenderfragmente). Charak- 
teristisch : Das Bodhitaryävatära von 1312 im Blockdruck bat, d." 
dagegen das von N. Poppe in HJAS 17 (1954), 411—418 veróffent- 
lichte kursiv geschriebene Fragment hat d." Allgemein: alle 
Werke in strengerer und steiferer Schrift- (oder Druck-)Form haben 
„da. Das sind Blockdrucke, Inschriften, auch Buddhistica mit 
strengerem, theologisch-wissenschaftlichem Anspruch (Ligeti S. 15- 
82, 129-145). Alle Werke in kursiver Schriftform haben d." Das 
sind Werke der schónen Literatur (Alexanderroman, auch die 
meisten — zuweilen recht volkstümlichen — buddhistischen Gedichte) 
und juristisch-administrative Dokumente (Ligeti 112-128, 145-165). 
„d4“ erscheint im Osten nie. Ebenfalls werden dort ‚4.‘ und „аз“ 
nie im selben Text gemischt (aufer Ligeti 145, wo in Zeile 3 türk. 
„bo sadu sadu“; bei diesem Dokument handelt es sich jedoch um 
eine bloBe Schreibübung). | 

Fiir den Westen der Mongolia sind nun, wie wir auch im folgenden 
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zeigen werden, die folgenden Züge charakteristisch: a) das Zeichen 
„Ча; b) die Tatsache, daß d." besonders ,,beliebt/ war, auch in 
gar nicht sehr kursiv geschriebenen Dokumenten (es erscheint sogar 
in Aryun 1289); с) das Nebeneinander von ,,d,“, „ds“ und ,,d,“ in je 
demselben Dokument, während im Osten i.a. nur je ein Typ gilt: 
entweder ,,d,“ oder d." Im Westen (Iran) sind also ,,а, und ‚„d,“ 
(und ,d,“) Allographen, im Osten dagegen sind ,,d,“‘ und „4.“ 
lediglich vom Schreibstil abhängige und nie nebeneinander im je 
selben Dokument auftretende Suballographen, also eigentlich nur 
„ds, und „da“. Hier eine vergleichende Tabelle: 


Älteres Türk. Mong. Osten Mong. Westen 
(= Jüngeres Türk.) 

[d-] „0“ udo »04 ý 

[d-] „da“ „da“ oder „d“ „04 „а, + pda“ 
[d]  ,d;" sd, sur" 

[t-] „йу“ du dy : 

[t-] „а,“ „da oder A" „de + „аз“ + „а,“ 
[-t] „Ч“ „д1“ „01“ 


Betrachten wir nun die Verteilung der Allographen іп den ver- 
schiedenen iranisch-mongolischen Dokumenten, chronologisch ge- 
ordnet: 

Küyüg (1246, in einem persisch geschriebenen Brief): „а, 2 Be- 
lege (külüntür, irgen-tür), „ds“ 2 Belege (tustretiiges, ayuluyai). 

Abaya (1267): „d,“ 2 Belege (todgayul Z. 9, kedtür Z. 11), „da“ 
2 Belege (todgayul Z. 6, terigüten Z. 8), „d“ 5 Belege (Z. 10-12 
umda, megüdegülün, ögüdkün, kedtür, kürgelüge). 

Temir I (1272): „а, 5 Belege (ab Z. 30 Quiu-Buga, Domiui Boto- 
yan, Qoltu-Quéa, Quiuyu), ,, 3“ 8 Belege (ab Z. 19 bütügejü, kemegde- 
fü, bida Qitadai, Qanglidai, El-Qutluy, Molayidai, bügüde), Ча“ pas- 
sim, Normalform (Lativ, Nuradin, bügüde, tulada, sadun, bicigdesen, 
bolyatuyai, aldal-tu, boltuyai usw., bis Z. 18 ausschließlich, auch spä- 
ter noch überwiegend). 

Temir II (1273): „d,“ 4 Belege (Nuradin, Matus, Ajuntu, Sada- 
din), „da“ 2 Belege (terigüten, edüge), „а.“ 5 Belege (Tümeder, 
Buyildar, Eder, Sadadin, Kökedet). 

Temir ПІ (1272): nur ,,d,", 5 Belege (Lativ, Nuradin, tulada, 
sadun, qal-tuyaa). 

Aryun (1289): „d,“ 2 Belege (medetügei, éerigüd? — sollte ,,eigent- 
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lich“ im Auslaut stehen: éerigüd-i /), ,,d,“ 7 Belege (terigüten, endete, 
edüge, boljaldur, tede, ónggeten, medetügei), „ds 4 Belege (nidoni, 
bida, ógtejü, qofidaju). 

Aryun (1290): ,d," 4 Belege (metüs, sedkilten, тей, Sinede) 
ls 3 Belege (edüge Z. 5, 27, kedün-te), ,,d4 14 Belege (qudalé:yan, 
oratuyai 7, 15, silamtai, kiristan, ada, kürtüger, Silamdur, mede, 
umariaju, qudal, wiledkün, sedkin, sedkifü). 

Saif ad-Din (13./14. Jh., nach Hambis in AOH 15, 1962, 145): 
4 Belege mit „d“ (Ötemi$ 1, 4, kitügei, medelün). 

l'asan (1302): ,,d,“ 4 Belege (bidandur, Sadadin, Sinanadin, Sam- 
sadin), „Ч.“ 8 Belege (duradgal, Kökedei, soltad, edüge, wywyata, ede, 
Sadadin, jasadqun), „Аз“ 3 Belege (urida, bidandur, gojidan). 

Oljeitii (1305): „а,“ 7 Belege (Öljeitü, metü 9, 18, gamtu, medetügei, 
bida 13, 20), „da“ 8 Belege (soltan 2, 3, erteneée, edüge 11, ibegdejü, 
jogildufu 27, kürtele, 0cigdebe?), ,,d4 20 Belege (iridiwarans, uridus 
13, 17 andayayar, uridaqiyata, amraldufu, edüge 21, 26, 31, 37, 
ögtejü, terigüten, bida 24, barilduju, bidan-u, ede, Jogilduju 36, joqil- 
duqui, bidan-dur, medetügei), „da 19 Belege (soltad 2, 35, amiralduju, 
sedkijü, tleldiigsed, endekün, küčündür, kemeldügsen, sedkijii 18, 19, 
едит, sedkil, Toytoy-a, éumadul, sedkibesü, baraldubai, amralduy- 
san, tandur, jogildugun). 

Abū база (1320): d." Belege ($а’Н, wayb-udi, kedi, bijadi, 
dumdadu, Sultaniya, Tajadin; hierbei die ersten 4 Belege eigentlich 
im Auslaut: vor Suffixen stehend), ,,d,“ 13 Belege (Gistasbi, tüsig- 
degsed, tüsigdejü, ögtüger 31/43 + 2 x 29), tataju, abtuyar 30, 29, 
idegültüger, ögteged, aldatuyai, tamayatat), „4з“ 25 Belege (Dastavand, 
mutasaribud, ötegüs, Badaradin 31/42, 31/43, bügetele 30/41, 29, edüge, 
abadan, Sarti, badman, kürtele, kedber, kürgetüger, yuyuluyai, vmadur, 
Sidil, Urustam, bütügefü, sayitur, bidan-a, ükütügei, dumdadu, mede- 
tiiger), ‚4.‘ 32 Belege (bayatur, qadin, Badaradin 31/42, 31/43, 
Camaladin, sujada 30/41, 31/43, Samsadin 30/41, 29, üiledün, irtibi 
31/43, 29, oratuyai, galtuyai, tendekin, bolyatuyai 2 x 30, 29, ima- 
data, idegültügei, kendür, selte, Aradi, sildege, ayultuyar, Satilmis, 
Amidadin, atuyai, aldatwyas, imada, altan). 

Cleaves/Teheran I hat nur: ,,d,'' 1 Beleg (imadtur). „d,“ 3 Belege 
. (külündür, imadtur, ibegendür). 

Cleaves/Teheran II hat nur: , d,“ 10 Belege (terigüten, bütügejü, 
sayitur, atuyai, bidan-a, aldatuyai, ükütügei, imada, айат, tamayatat), 
„d4“ 1 Beleg (bolyatuyat). 

Uwais (1358): Nur 1 Beleg „dı“ (dumdadu), sonst stets d." 
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(dumdadu und von Z. 1 an beginnend: bayatur, mutasaribud, tendeki, 
mulawajiqad, altan, Sadvradin usw.). 

Das sieht auf den ersten Blick recht verwirrend aus. Die Deutung 
ist jedoch relativ einfach: 

Bei Abaya (1267) noch ziemlich regellose Verwendung der Allo- 
graphe (fodgayul mit ,,d,‘‘ und „45“; anscheinend mit ,,d,“ be- 
gonnen, mit dem — vielleicht bequemeren, kursiven? — ,,d,“ be- 
endet). 

Bei Temir І (1272) ,,d,'' selten, nur vor folgendem ,,w“ (auch da 
nicht immer), „d,“ selten, überwiegend nach „у“ (5 Belege), selte- 
ner sonst, „d,“ Normalform, auch vor „w“, aber nie nach „у“. 
Temir II (1273) allein ,,d,", also ganz klare Normalform. 

Bei Temir ПІ (1272) „d,“ 2 Belege vor „м“, 2 Fremdnamen, 
„dg“ selten, nie nach „у“, ,,d,“ Normalform. 

Bei Aryun (1289) ,,d,“‘ selten (1 Beleg im ‚eigentlichen Auslaut" 
und aus ästhetischen Gründen — Vermeidung desselben Zeichens 
' kurz nacheinander - in der Nähe von ,,d,'5, „pda“ Normalform, aber 
nie nach „y“, „d“ selten, aber nach „у“ Normalform (nur einmal 
sonst). 

Bei Aryun (1290) ,,d,", de" selten und ziemlich regellos (nur 
nach ,,'/5, „аз Normalform. 

Bei Saif ad-Din (13./14. Jahrhundert): Das sehr kursive Doku- 
ment hat nur „d“. 

Bei Гаѕар (1302) ,,d,“‘ selten (oft nach Fremdnamen, einmal nach 
„у“, sonst nur nach ,,“), „d“ häufig, aber nie nach „у“, „g“, 
nur nach TT. „da selten, nur nach „у“. 

Bei Öljeitü (1305) ,,d,‘‘ selten (meist vor ,,w“), „d“ selten, nie 
nach „y“, „d“ häufig, nach „у“ fast allein geltend (7 Belege, nur 
einmal in diesem Falle ,,d,“‘), „d4“ ebenso häufig, aber nie nach 
„у“, „а“, dafür häufig nach ,l“, vor „k“ ausschlieBliches Zeichen. 

Abii Sad (1320) hat ,,d,“‘ selten, meist im ,,eigentlichen Auslaut‘“, 
einmal (in dumdadu) aus ästhetischen Gründen (Vermeiden der 
Wiederholung desselben Zeichens), d" selten, fast nie nach „у“, 
„Asa schon recht häufig, nach у“ Normalzeichen (5 Belege), aber 
auch sonst häufig, ,,d,“ ist noch Normalzeichen, erscheint aber nie 
nach „у“, „g“, dafür häufig nach ,,l'* und vor „у“. 

Teheran I ist ein Sonderfall, s. oben: Es weicht auch graphisch 
(durch seinen ,,kufischen'' Stil) vom ,,kursiven'' Stil anderer Doku- 
mente ab und ist wahrscheinlich älter als gewöhnlich vermutet 
(wohl 13., nicht 14. Jahrhundert). 
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Teheran IT hat ,,d,' als Normalform, nur 1 Beleg d." Teheran II 
ist in vielen Belangen Uwais sehr ähnlich. Da es ein chinesisches 
Siegel enthàlt, vermutete Pelliot Herkunft von Aryun (38 Mitte), 
Ligeti nimmt jedoch an, daß das Dokument aus dem 14. Jahrhun- 
dert stammt, er hat aller Wahrscheinlichkeit nach recht. 

Uwais hat schließlich „d“ als Normalform, nur 1 Beleg ,,d,“ (aus ` 
ästhetischen Gründen, genau derselbe Fall wie bei Abū бача). 

Fassen wir dies alles zusammen, so schälen sich die folgenden 
Tendenzen heraus: „d,“ verschwindet in den Dokumenten all- 
mählich. Es halt sich noch ziemlich lange vor folgendem ,,w“ (das 
sich nach ,,d,'' viel eleganter schreiben läßt als nach ‚„‚d,‘; cf. übri- 
gens Weiers 50f.: Fast alle dort aufgeführten Belege betreffen — was 
Weiers nicht erkannt hat, der S. 50 sogar ,,lautliche Funktion der 
Schreibung“ für „denkbar“ halt und übrigens nur ein einziges 
westlich-mongolisches Beispiel gibt — „d“ vor „w“: uridu, тей 
usw.). Ferner wird das Zeichen im „eigentlichen Auslaut" ver- 
wandt und zuweilen (der Abwechslung halber) aus ásthetischen 
Gründen (bei Uwais zwar auch vor „м“, da dort aber sonst auch 
schon ‚‚d,‘“ steht, ist klar, daß hier ein anderer Grund vorliegt als 
die Folge von ,,w'*). Außerdem halt sich „d,“ noch ziemlich lange 
bei der Schreibung von Fremdnamen (noch Газап), weicht dann 
aber auch ‚Ча‘, noch später d." 

„da erscheint bis in ziemlich spate Zeit hinein, selten jedoch 
nach „y“ und auch e" Nur in den ältesten Dokumenten (Abaya, 
Teheran I) ist es recht häufig (aber auch Aryun 1289, Tasan 1302). 
Da es jedoch limitiert ist (Einschränkung für „у“, „g‘‘), weicht es 
schließlich doch „da“. 

„d“ ist ein Zeichen, das anfangs (aus Gründen schneller Schreib- 
barkeit) vor allem nach „y“ Normalform ist. Es erhält nur vor- . 
übergehend in „d,“ einen Konkurrenten, setzt sich aber endlich 
immer mehr durch. Es dürfte ursprünglich eine Kursivform gewe- 
sen sein, die sich wegen ihrer Eleganz und Knappheit immer mehr 
eingebürgert hat. 

„@ (ein typisch iranisch-mongolisches Zeichen, s. oben) er- 
scheint selten mit ‚Ч.‘ zusammen. Meist gilt entweder d." (Abaya 
1267, Temir ПІ, Aryun 1289, 1290, Tasan 1302) oder „d,“ (Küyüg, 
Temir I, П); jedoch erscheinen d." und ‚4.‘ nebeneinander bei 
Öljeitü (1305) und Abii Sa‘id (1320). Dagegen „verträgt sich“ „Аз“ 
mit „ds“ und „d,“. Anfangs (Küyüg, Temir I, IT) ist „d,“ auf dem 
Wege dazu, Normalform zu werden. Spater unterliegt es (nach kur- 
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zem Aufschwung bei ОЦефа 1305, Abü Sa‘id 1320) seinem Kon- 
kurrenten d." (der schon bei Abaya einsetzt). 

Nachtraglich sind mir vier weitere mongolische Kónigsurkunden 
zugänglich geworden, die ich demnächst zu publizieren gedenke. Sie 
zeigen folgende Verteilung: 

Abaya 1265/6: d, 2 Belege (qudaldufu, iletüger), d, 1 Beleg (kürgeg- 
den), d, 9 Belege (ede, ortoy-ud, qudalduju, abadan, edöge, kürgetüget, 
ögtejü, bögetele, edöge). 

Abaya 1271: d, 3 Belege (atuyai, Bidan-a, kedi), d, 16 Belege 
(gariyatan, ortoy-ud-tur, kürgetügei, galtuyai, tataju, abtuyai, ondur, 
meküden, Sigtir, tatafu, aldaqun, ede, kemegdebei, ondur, mekiidebesii, 
aldaqun). 

Abū бала 1325: d, 13 Belege (bayatur, Ardabil, mutasaribud, 
urida, айай, kedber, edöge, kedber, kürgetüger, atuyai, atuyat, tüsig- 
degsed, bititiiger). 

Uwais 1372: d 2 Belege (Samsadin, Najibadin). Vgl. „Anhang“. 

Wie ersichtlich, fügen sich diese Fakten mühelos dem Ergebnis 
ein, das wir oben gewonnen hatten. 

Zu erwähnen ist, daß ,,d, auch z.B. im tschaghataischen Soyur- 
ghal des Timuriden Sähruh von 1422 Normalform ist (wo auch e" 
für pers. [w]), s. J. Deny im JA 245 (1957), 253-266; dasselbe gilt 
fir die (aus dem Jahre 1439 stammende) uigurisch geschriebene 
Version des Qutaésyu Bilig u.a. Es wäre nötig, einmal diese gra- 
phische Untersuchung in noch größerem Rahmen, unter Einschluß 
der türkischen Dokumente in uigurischer Schrift, durchzuführen. 
Mir scheint, daß sich u.a. an Hand der Faksimiles bei Arat 441 ff. 
die Entwicklung sehr schön verfolgen läßt. 


Eine bisher nicht erkannte Ligatur 


Hier sei nun noch auf einen paläographischen Sonderfall einge- 
gangen, der in den Komplex des d" gehört. Ich beziehe mich zu- 
nächst auf eine Untersuchung meines Schülers Dr. Semih Tezcan, 
die dieser teilweise in seiner (bisher unpublizierten) Dissertation 
„Das alttürkische Insadi-Sütra'*, Göttingen 1970, niedergelegt hat. 
Danach treten in alttürkischen uigurisch geschriebenen Texten bei 
der Verbindung ,yd' mehrere eigentümliche Schreibungen auf, 
nämlich (außer der ‚Normalschreibung‘‘) drei Typen: 

(1) Getrenntschreibung von „у“ und „а“ („d“), nämlich U (= 
Е. W. K. Müller: Uigurica) II 78/35 i-doq ‚heilig‘ (ebenso TT = v. 
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Gabain u.a.: Türkische Turfan-Texte IV B 18, TT V B 11), auch 
sonst im Anlaut (,,’yd-“‘) häufig: TT I 189, 191, 198 2-di3 ‚Gefäß‘, 
47 i-diz hoch", TT II A 17 i-dmayai-lar ‚sie werden nicht senden‘, 
44 1-d? ‚sehr‘, TT V B 108, 109 ¿-dala- ‚aufgehen‘. Aber auch im 
Anlaut ü- (,,;wyd-“) vorkommend: TT II A 8 ü-dsüz ‚ohne Zeit‘, 33, 
52, 57, 66, 79 ü-dün ‚zur Zeit‘. Auch bei ay- (vd TT II A 53 
ay-dugta ‚als er sagte‘. Schließlich auch sonst im Inlaut: TT I 95 
ası-dilür ‚wird gehört‘, 139 &š¿-düt ‚das Hören‘, TT II A 26 Gš- 
dgäy ‚wird hören‘, 81 ая-ай ‚hörte‘, 52 te-d« ‚sagte‘. 

(2) „а“ wird über „у“ geschrieben, anscheinend aus (1) entstan- 
den (4) in Arat 498:2 (Seite 498, Zeile 2) äsidgäli ‚um zu hören‘, 
497:14, 498:4 dsidiliir ‚wird gehört‘ 

(3) Außerdem wird eine Ligatur 4. (fast wie ,, Ка“ aussehend) 
verwandt (überall dort, wo „Аз“ existiert, in mehr kursiver Schrift), 
meist im Anlaut: 450:3, 455:4 ¿dip ,sendend' (also kaal 450:6, 
451:11 zweimal ?doq ‚heilig‘, 451:11 ed? ‚Herr‘, 471:4 efdlim ‚laßt 
uns tun‘ (auch hier „d,‘). Nur einmal im Inlaut: 461:7 08001507 
‚wenn man hört‘. Diese Schreibung erscheint nun auch passim im 
(ganz ausgeprägt kursiven) Insadi-Sütra, z.B. in 2409 ‚heilig‘ (Tez- 
can 13). 

Offensichtlich diese Ligatur erscheint nun auch in mongolischen 
Texten, die mehr kursiv geschrieben sind (dagegen nicht in den 
Texten in steiferer Schrift, also z.B. nicht in Erich Haenisch: 
Mongoliea der Berliner Turfan-Sammlung, I, Berlin 1954, wo u.a. 
160r9 idegen ‚Speise‘, 143v1 ?degsen ,speisend' ‚normal‘ geschrieben 
wird, ebensowenig in L. Ligeti: Le Subhäsitaratnanidhi mongol, 
Budapest 1948, V 11 а mit „normal“ geschriebenem iden ,speisend' 
u.2.). 

Sie erscheint dagegen in den folgenden Fällen (stets in kursiver 
geschriebenen Texten): 

(1) In unserem Text in Z. 9 idirar ‚Rente‘ = pers. idrär (Z. 2). 
Die Lesung ist durch die persische Parallele in diesem Falle völlig 
gesichert; nur scheinbar sieht der Wortbeginn wie ed." aus, es ist 
» yd, = [id-] zu lesen. 

(2) In Abū Бала, Cleaves/Teheran 30f. = Pelliot Tafel 30 (tariyad 
bijadi amu) egdegültügei ‚let them allow to eat their grains and (?) 
cereals‘, wozu Cleaves in Anm. 25 (S. 84£.) bemerkt: „The word 
egdegültüger is an optativus in -tügei ... of a verb egdegül-, which 
unquestionably is the causative in -gül- of a verb egde- ( * egte-) not 
registered in any of our dictionaries“. Nach Mostaert ,,le mot egde- 
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(2 egte-), bien que le sens doive en étre ‚manger‘, est peut-ótre une 
espéce de mot du style élevé, plus poli que ide-". Nun, es ist ein- 
fach idegiiltiige: zu lesen, von der wohlbekannten Wurzel tde- ‚essen, 
verzehren‘. Hier ,,'yd,'. 

(3) Cleaves/Mostaert 1962,17 (= Aryun 1289, Z. 5). Hier erscheint 
angebliches ngdüni l'année passée‘ (geschrieben angeblich ,,'gd;-", 
also mit n- ohne Punkt); in einer Anmerkung (24f.) wird die Le- 
sung zu stützen versucht. Wie ich OLZ 60 (1965), 196f. ausgeführt 
habe, muß nidoni gelesen werden (cf. dort auch die Parallelen aus 
den modernen mongolischen Dialekten); dies ist nunmehr bestätigt 
worden. (Auch Ligeti schreibt 90 nidoni ( *), dagegen 107 egdegültü- 
gei.) Allerdings liegt gegen meine damalige Annahme keine Fehl- 
schreibung vor, vielmehr ist ‚„nyd;wny‘“ = [nidoni], mit der hier 
erörterten Ligatur, zu lesen. 

(4) Außerdem erscheint die Ligatur ,,yd,‘‘ bei Haenisch/Turfan 
34 (B 10 = T II D 33a, Z. 7 und 13); dasselbe idegül- wie oben. 

Das sind also eine ganze Reihe von Belegen. Mir scheint die von 
mir vertretene Deutung gesichert (1) wegen der vielen türkischen 
Parallelen, (2) wegen 10707 in der persischen Version von Uwais, (3) 
weil sich so im Mongolischen ganz evident korrekte und zu den mo- 
dernen Dialekten passende Lesungen ergeben. 


Zur Edition 


Hier noch einige Worte zur Editionstechnik. Ich habe mich be- 
müht, so kurz wie möglich zu sein. Wenn also ein Terminus schon 
zuvor einmal ausführlich erörtert worden war (z.B. in einem Werke 
von Cleaves oder in TMEN), verwies ich nur kurz darauf; nur in 
Ausnahmefällen gab ich also längere Erörterungen in den Anmer- 
kungen (= der Wörterliste). In den Übersetzungen habe ich bei al- 
len aus dem Iranischen stammenden (bzw. im persischen Text ste- 
henden) Termini die iranische Form in Klammern beigefügt. In 
der Wörterliste bezeichnet das Divis (-) eine graphische Worttren- 
nung, wie sie ja in mongolischer Schrift vor allem vor Kasussuf- 
fixen üblich ist. Der Punkt (.) ist von mir aus bei im mongolischen 
Text eigentlich zusammengeschriebenen Wörtern bzw. in der Fuge 
zwischen Wurzel und Suffix bzw. in der Fuge zwischen Suffix 
und Suffix hinzugefügt worden (also üge.manu bzw. mor.iyer bzw. 
mede.l-e.te.gen). 

In der Transkription habe ich s und š, q und y usw. geschieden, 
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die (s. Abschnitt ,,Schrift“) rein graphisch ja eigentlich zusammen- 
fallen, da in unserem Dokument nie diakritische Punkte gesetzt 
werden. Auch die Wörterliste ist nach der Aussprache, nicht nach 
der Schreibung, geordnet (z. B. 9 bei 6, nicht bei o). 


Transkription 


(1) Uwayis bayatur qan ügemanu 


(2) Qani Bili-yin 
(3) tisimed nayıbud 
(4) mutasaribud 

(5) bičigečin-e 


(6) tendeki mal mutawajiqad-taka 

(7) niken mingyan айай 

(8) yeke šayiy Sayiy Sadiradin-u 

(9)  mnereber idirar-un moriyer saviy-a-yin 
(10)  wayv-dur muqarar mujr-a bolju . 
(11) muvamar-a debted-tür oraysayar 
(12)  &lyan soyubasu jobsigejü ene 
(13) f(a)ri(1)y-un kerü-dür bičigsen yosuyar 
(14) ter-e irgen-dür. bükü Saqiyar 
(15) neretei balayasun-u mutawajiqad-tur 
(16) urii yosuyar muqarar muqas-a mustayray 
(17) bolyayulbai egüber ayulju buši ülü bolyan 
(18) öbed-ün medel-ečegen öber-e 
(19) mavrus kemen medejü yambar ba &iltay- 
(20) ud-iyar barad bičig bicijü 
(21) yayuba buy yuyuluyai udar-un 
(22) busi bolyagun aran 
(23) t(e)ngri-dece 
(24) Maymad baiyambar-un dineče qamuy viristas- 
(25) ata béser mingyan tiimen 
(26) laynad-tu bolju tamu-dur oratwyai 
(27) ` Кет(е)Ъе bičig 
(28) manu doloyan jayud tabin yisün od- 
(29) tur подал fil namur-un dumdadu sar-a- 
(30) yin arban tabun-a Tawres-e büküti-dür 
(31)  bicibei 
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Übersetzung 


(1) Uwais bahädur hàn. Unser Wort [s. ügemanu]. (2-5) An die 
Statthalter, Vizestatthalter (nuwwäb), Steuerkommissare (mutasar- 
rifän) und Finanzsekretäre von Hand Bill. (6) Von den dortigen 
Steuern (mal wa mutawaggihat) (T) sind eintausend ,,Gold“‘stiicke 
[= Dinar] (8-10) auf den Namen des GroBscheichs (Sah), Scheich 
Sadr ad-Din, als Rente (idrdr) für die fromme Stiftung (wagf) der 
Gebetsklause (zdwiya) festgelegt und bestimmt (muqarrar, mugrä) 
(11) und in die Steuereinhebevorschriften (mu’amara) und Rech- 
nungsbücher eingegangen [— eingetragen worden]. (12-13) Als Wir 
[das darauf bezügliche Gesuch] untersucht und Uns darüber Auf- 
schluß verschafft haben, da haben Wir es gutgeheißen. In der Weise, 
wie es auf der Rückseite [s. kerü] des Erlasses geschrieben ist, (14~ 
15) haben Wir jenen Leuten gegen alle Steuern (mutawaggihat) der 
Sägiyär [?, s. Sagiyar] genannten Ortschaft (16-17) gemäß der frü- 
heren Regelung den festgelegten Betrag (muqarrar) aufgerechnet 
und (dadurch) ausgeglichen (mugässa wa mustagraq). So soll man es 
bleiben lassen, nicht verändern, (18) [ihre Einkommen] als vom 
eigenen Kompetenzbereich [s. medel] abgesondert (19-20) und abge- 
schieden (mafrüz) anerkennen und unter keinerlei Vorwand einen 
Steuerscheck (barat) oder eine Steueranweisung [s. 55619] schreiben, 
(21-22) noch irgend etwas von ihnen fordern. Solche Leute, die [die 
Inkrafttretung des Erlasses] auf die lange Bank schieben oder (ihn) 
verändern, (23) sollen, von Gott, (24-26) von der Religion (din) 
Muhammads des Propheten (paigambar) und von allen Engeln 
(firista) verlassen (böser), mit zehn Millionen Flüchen (la‘nat) bela- 
den zur Hölle fahren. (27) So haben Wir gesprochen. Unseren Brief 
(28-31) haben Wir im Jahre 759 [higra], am 15. Tage des mittleren 
Herbstmonats des Hundejahres [= 13. zi '-qa'da = 17. Oktober 
1358] geschrieben, als Wir in Tabriz waren. 


W Grterliste 


a.yul.ju (17) ‚sein, bleiben lassend‘. 

айа. (7) ‚„Gold“stücke, urspr. ‚Goldmünzen‘. Übliche Bedeutung 
von айал ist ‚Gold‘, hier aber ,,,Gold“‘dinar‘ (wozu alta.d Plural), 
сЁ. TMEN I Nr. 26, II Nr. 529 (zu türk. altun ‚Gold, Goldmünze‘). 
In der Bedeutung ‚Gold‘ ist das Wort im Mongolischen eine ältere 
Entlehnung aus türk. *alién, in der Bedeutung ,Golddinar' eine 
jüngere Entlehnung aus mitteltürk. altun. Der mongol. alian 


72 GOTTFRIED HERRMANN UND GERHARD DOERFER 


dürfte sein = dem türk. altun, und dieser ist hier = 1 dinar, s. 
dazu (in TMEN II Nr. 529 zitiert) Chardin IV 186, wonach 100 
aliun = 2 Защ (und 1 524 ist = 50 dinär). Zur Prägung von Gold- 
miinzen bei den Galairiden s. Artuk in A. Adivar et alii: islam 
Ansiklopedisi 10, Istanbul 1966, 630. Weiteres s. Herrmann: 
eigentlich Silberdinar. Bei Ligeti XIV, 16 erscheint mo. aliat als 
Übersetzung von ar. ad-dinär, pers. dindr, tü. altun. 

aran (22) ‚Leute‘. 

arban (30) ‚zehn‘. 

ba (19) Verstärkungspartikel, s. yambar ba (19), yayu.ba (21). 

bayatur (1) ‚Held‘ (= pers. bahädur), s. TMEN II, Nr. 817. 

baiyambar-un (24) ‚des Propheten‘ (< pers. paigambar, kurd. pey- 
хетфет, péxember). Cf. auch Cleaves/Teheran, Dokument I, 26 (id.), 
Poppe 490 pa?yambar. 

balaya.sun-u (15) ‚der Ortschaft (Genitiv). Of. TMEN II, Nr. 712. 

barad (20) ,Steuerscheck' ( < pers. barat, kurd. berat). 

biei.bei (31) ‚Wir haben geschrieben‘. biči.g (20, 27) ‚Schreiben, 
Brief, hier nach pers. Parallelen hawdle = Steueranweisung‘. 
biei.ge.ci.n-e (5) (= im persischen Text bitikeiyän) ‚an die Finanz- 
sekretäre‘ (Dativ Plural von bičigeči ,Sekretàr'), of. TMEN П, 
Nr. 718. bici.gsen (13) ‚geschrieben, was man geschrieben hat‘, 
biéi. fü, (20) ,schreibend'. Vgl. auch Ligeti XIV, 20. 

béser (25) ,verabscheuend, sich abwendend von‘ ( < kurd. béser). Cf. 
einerseits Poppe 120 bizar (soll heiBen bizar) ‚обутазбете‘ (Abscheu), 
z. B. bizar bolba таза = tschaghatai. bizär boldi andin ‚er verab- 
scheute ihn‘, auch bizar bolba tünäsä Gri tulada ‚ег mied ihn wegen 
einer Geldschuld'. Also mit Ablativ (entsprechend pers. az). Diese 
Übersetzung ist (schon wegen der Rektion) eindeutig, trotz der 
starken Abweichung vom persischen Text (Z. 10). „Von Gott... 
verabscheut‘‘ wäre wider den Sinn des persischen Wortes, insbe- 
sondere scheint ,,von der Religion verabscheut'' sinnlos. Aber 
vielleicht ist es noch besser, hier an kurd. béser zu denken (vgl. 
Kurdoev 107 ‚keinen Beschützer‘ habend’). Tatsächlich sind die 
iranischen Wärter in den mongolischen Texten Irans nàmlich 
nicht persisch, sondern kurdisch. Dafür gibt es einige ganz klare 
Belege. Z. B. ist das bisher unerklärbar scheinende ‚‚keyenüwe‘“ in 
mongolischen Texten, das dem pers. kadxudā entspricht, als 
kayxuwa zu lesen, das aber ist eindeutig die kurdische Entspre- 
chung, ganz lautgesetzlich. Weiteres vgl. in einem Artikel, den ich 
in АОН 28 publizieren werde: Zu mongolisch ,,keyenüwe''; dort 
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sind eine ganze Reihe weiterer klar aus dem Kurdischen stam- 
mender Wörter in mongolischen Texten aufgeführt. 

bol.ju (10, 26) ‚werdend‘, cf. TMEN П, Nr. 811. Davon auch bol.ya.n 
(17) ,veranlassend zu werden = machend‘, bol.ya.yul.ba. (17) 
‚Wir haben veranlaßt werden zu lassen = machen lassen‘ (ein 
Strich zu wenig geschrieben), bol.ya.qu.n (22) ,veranlassend zu 
werden — machend (Partizip Plural) (ein Strich zu wenig ge- 
schrieben). 

buši (17, 22) ‚anders, verändert‘. 

bü.kü (14) ‚seiend = alle‘. bü.kür-dür (30) ‚als Wir waren‘. 

bag (21) ‚nicht‘. Zur Lesung mit y (nicht u) vgl. Luvsandendev 97 
bü, auch 70 bitgiy < bütüger. 

debte.d-tür (11) ‚in die Hefte‘. Das Wort geht letztlich auf griech. 
8up9épa. „Pergament‘ zurück, es ist über syr. deftéra, arab. (und da- 
her pers.) daftar ins Türkische eingedrungen (DS 159 däftär, 
schon Quta$yu Bilig, also vormongolisch) und von dort (wahr- 
scheinlich vor der Mongolenzeit oder ganz am Anfang davon, je- 
denfalls zur älteren Lehnschicht gehörend, cf. alta.d, mal) ins 
Mongolische (debter, von dort aus mandschu debtelin), s. Verfas- 
ser in Bustan 7 (1966), 27, Räsänen 135. 

din.e.ce (24) ‚aus, von der Religion‘ (< pers. din, kurd. din mit 
mongol. Ablativsuffix). Cf. auch Poppe 467 din. 

doloyan (28) ‚sieben‘. 

dumda.du (29) ‚mittlerer‘. Zur Schreibung s. Abschnitt ‚Schrift‘. 

e.gü.ber (17) s. ene. 

e.ne (12) ‚dieser‘, e.gü.ber (17) ‚зо, auf diese Weise, damit‘, oblique 
Form von e.ne. 

yuyu.tuyai (21) ‚sie sollen fordern‘. 

idirar-un (9) ‚der Rente (Genitiv)‘ ( < pers. 10727). Zur Schreibung в. 
Abschnitt ‚Eine bisher nicht erkannte Ligatur“. 

irgen-dür (14) ‚zu den Leuten, für die Leute‘. Cf. TMEN I Nr. 16. 

jayu.d (28) ‚hundert‘ (eigentlich Plural). 

j(a)rl($)y-un (13) ‚des Erlasses‘. Auch j(a)rl(a)y ließe sich er- 
gänzen, cf. TMEN IV, Nr. 1849. 

jul (29) ‚Jahr‘. Cf. ТМЕМ IV, Nr. 1940. 

job.si.gejü (12) ‚zustimmend, gutheißend‘. Die übliche Schreibung 
ist Jöbsiyejü. Cf. für ähnliche Schreibungen jedoch Weiers 18 
(zum -g-) und Abschnitt ,,.Sehrift (zum 9). 

kem(e).be.i (27) ‚Wir haben gesagt‘. Zur Auslassung des e der 2. Sil- 
be cf. Abschnitt ‚Schrift‘. keme.n (19) ‚sagend'. 
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kerü-dür (13) ‚auf der Rückseite‘. Die übliche Bedeutung von mon- 
gol. kerü (Lessing 458 ‚forest on the north slope of a mountain‘. 
Kowalewski 2514 ,bosquets ou forëts qui sont derriére les montag- 
nes‘, Luvsandéndév 590 xer wie Lessing, Haenisch 50 geru, lies 
kerü, ‚Rückseite, Schattenseite‘ — wie aus dem Kontext hervor- 
geht, aber immer von Bergen) scheint doch nicht recht zu passen, 
es sei denn, wir nehmen eine übertragene Bedeutung und Spezi- 
fizierung an, nämlich ‚Rückseite eines Dokuments‘ (der Norden 
ist in alterer Zeit nach mongolischer Orientierung links, spáter 
hinten, s. TMEN I, 206f.). Ich würde bei der Etymologie des 
Wortes am ehesten an türkische Herkunft denken. Cf. u.a.: DS 
302 kerü ,obratno, nazad‘, Räsänen 244, 246 kärü ‚zurück‘, W. 
Radloff: Versuch eines Wörterbuchs der Türk-Dialecte, II, 1556 
9271 (altosman. gärü) osman. ‚zurück; das Nachhintenliegende‘, 
James W. Redhouse: A Turkish and English lexicon, Constanti- 
nople 1890, 1611 gerü ‚the hinder surface or part, the rear‘, G. 
Gusejnov: AzerbajdZansko-russkij slovar‘, Baku 1941, 177 geri 
‚nazad, obratno, obratnyj‘, z.B. geri dön- ‚sich umwenden‘. Also 
‚die umgedrehte Seite (des Dokuments)‘. Das Wort dürfte aus dem 
Azeri entlehnt sein. Dort heißt es heute ger, alter gerü (s. altos- 
.man.). Im 14. Jahrhundert ist jedoch noch eine Aussprache kerü 
am wahrscheinlichsten, das beweisen altosmanische Lehnwörter 
aus dem Griechischen wie Gelibolu < griech. Kalliupolis, gömrük 
‚Zoll! < griech. komerkion usw. (auch ältere Lehnwörter aus dem 
Persischen wie gävur ‚Ungläubiger‘, geriz ‚Kanalisationsgrube‘ < 
pers. kafir, käriz), cf. grundsätzlich TMEN III, 115 (auch GGA 
216, 1964, 101f. 

laynad-tu (26) ‚mit Flüchen versehen, verflucht' (< pers. la‘nat 
‚Fluch‘, kurd. lenet, mit mongolischem Suffix). (Ursprünglich 
verschrieben, nachträglich vom Schreiber korrigiert.) 

Maymad (24) ‚Muhammad (der islamische Prophet)‘ ( < pers. Mah- 
mad). Bei Cleaves/Teheran 26 (Dokument I) Mugamad (bavyam- 
bar), also die bekanntere Form, sonst aber mehrfach Maymad, s. 
S. 37. 

mal (6) s. mutawajigad. 

qma.n. (28, auch 1, в. üge.ma.n.u) ‚Unser‘. 

maurus (19) ,abgesondert' (< pers. mafrüz). Das ist die persische 
Parallele zu mongol. óbe.r-e (18). Cf. im persischen Text Z. 7 (da- 
mit ist z.B. die Lesung pers. maurus ‚ererbt‘ ausgeschlossen). 

mede.jü (19) ,wissend'. mede.l-e.ce.gen (18) ‚aus dem Jurisdiktions- 
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bereich, aus der Zuständigkeit, aus dem Kompetenzbereich‘ (= 
pers. ,,md’l*). Mongol. mede- hat (wie türk. bil- und pers. danisian) 
nicht nur die Bedeutung ‚(über etwas Bescheid) wissen‘, sondern 
auch ,verwalten, regieren' (die Doppelbedeutung lieBe sich am 
besten wiedergeben durch ,für etwas kompetent sein‘), cf. Cleaves/ 
Mostaert 47£., ТМЕМ IT, Nr. 836, speziell S. 419f. Entsprechend be- 
deutet mede.! ‚Kenntnis; Machtbereich‘ (‚Kompetenz‘). So schon 
bei einem mongolischen Dokument vom Jahre 1389: E. Haenisch: 
Sino-mongolische Dokumente vom Ende des 14. Jahrhunderts, 
Berlin 1952, 22 (Abschnitt 17v), wo es über die Mongolendyna- 
stie heißt: yajar de’ere ele axun irgen, bügüde medel.tur inu oroju, 
Јата: jasag.$ inu Шй dayaxtin God aju’u Je ‚alle Völker auf der 
Erde aber unterwarfen sich ihrem Machtbereich (oro- ‚eintreten 
ist der übliche Euphemismus für ‚sich unterwerfen‘), keinen gab 
es, der nicht ihre Erlässe und Befehle befolgt hätte‘; daneben 
‚Kenntnis‘ auf S. 24, Abschnitt 7r. Cf. weiter fürs Mongolische: 
Lessing 532 medel ‚knowledge; authority, power, jurisdiction’, 
Kowalewski 2007 id. ,le savoir, connaissance, esprit; département, 
direction, administration, juridiction, inspection’, Luvsandéndév 
251 id. ,védenie, kompetencija‘. Das Wort ist auch ins Tuvinische 
eingedrungen: Е. К. Tenisev: Tuvinsko-russkij slovar‘, Moskva 
1968, 292 medel ,soznanie'. Ferner kommt es im Persischen vor, s. 
einmal den persischen Paralleltext hier Z. 7: az medäl-i hud ma- 
friz dänand ‚sie sollen es als vom eigenen Kompetenzbereich ab- 
getrennt (an)erkennen‘, Ferner mehrfach bei b. Hindüsäh, s. 
Herrmann. 

mingyan (7, 25) ‚tausend‘. Cf. TMEN IV, Nr. 1749. 

mor .yer (9) ‚als, in der Art von‘, wörtlich „mit dem Месе“, eine 
Lehnübersetzung (calque) von pers. bar sabil-i (Z. 2). 

mujsr-a (10) ‚in Kraft gesetzt‘ ( < pers. mugrä). 

mugarar (10, 16) ‚festgesetzt, bestimmt; festgelegter Betrag ( < pers. 
muqarrar): 

muqas-a, (16) Aufrechnung einer Barrente gegen die Steuern einer 
Ortschaft usw. ( < pers. mugässa, so auch in der persischen Paral- 
lelstelle Z. 5). Cf. genauer Herrmann. 

mustayray (16) ‚(voll und ausschließlich für den eigenen Lebensun- 
terhalt) verbraucht‘ ( < pers. mustagrag) ausgeglichen ; auch: Die 
üblicherweise angegebenen Bedeutungen (Steingass 1232, Alavi 
716, Dozy II 208 usw.) passen schlecht. Cf. jedoch (Hinweis von 
Herrmann) Muhammad b. Hindüsäh: Dastür al-kätib Я ta‘yin 
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al-marätib, Handschrift 1241 der Bücherei Köprülü Mehmed Pasa 
Istanbul (vom Jahre 1366, also zeitgenössisch!), f. 176b (Be- 
stimmungen über den kätib-ı ahkäm-ı mogoli, also den mongoli- 
schen Sekretär, eine nach dem Verfasser damals durchaus noch 
bestehende Institution): har sal az asli mäl-ı Фиат mablag-i 
kada dinar bar sabil-i marsum ba-o gawäb güyand ta dar wagh-i 
masärif u masälih-i hud mustagrag gardänad ‚jedes Jahr soll man 
ihm aus der Diwansteuer den Betrag von soundsoviel Dinar als 
Gehalt auszahlen, damit er es für seine (eigenen) Bedürfnisse ver- 
brauche‘. Im vorliegenden Falle hat jedoch mustagrag die Be- 
deutung ‚ausgeglichen‘. Herrmann zitiert dazu (in seiner Original- 
transkription): Dastür al-kätib, fol. 216b (edrär-Verleihung): 
. là motasarrefan o bitikeiyän-e Tabriz ... mablag-e mazkur rà 

(fol. 217a) be mouze'-e mazkur ya tamgd-ye mazkür тодаззе o 
mostagrag däneste (damit die Steuer-Kommissare und Finanz- 
sekretäre von Tabriz wissen, daß der erwähnte Betrag gegen die 
erwähnte Ortschaft oder die erwähnte Tamgha-Einnahmestelle 
aufgerechnet und dadurch ausgeglichen ist); Dastür al-kätib, fol. 
225b (edrär-Verleihung): ... än mablag та bar sabil-e edrar be- 
пат-е % mogra o mogarrar gardänidim va be-motavaggeh-e maväze‘-e 
mazküre mogüsse o mostagrag karde (Wir haben ihm diesen Betrag 
als Rente gewährt und festgelegt und gegen das Steueraufkom- 
men der erwähnten Ortschaften aufgerechnet und dadurch aus- 
geglichen). 

mutasarib.ud ‚die Steuerkommissare‘ ( < pers. mutasarrif, mit mon- 
golischem Pluralsuffix, = im persischen Text Z. 1 mutasarrifan). 
Dasselbe bei Cleaves/Teheran Abii баба 28. Cf. zum Terminus 
Herrmann. 

mulawajigad (6, 15) in mal mutawajigad-tata (6) ‚aus den Steuern‘, 
entsprechend pers. mal wa mutawaggihat. Das mongolische Wort 
hat hier nicht die übliche Bedeutung ‚Vieh‘. Vielmehr kommt das 
Wort im Mongolischen einerseits in einer älteren Lehnschicht vor: 
arab. mal ‚Eigentum‘ > pers. mal > türk. mal (bis ins Jakutische 
gedrungen, s. Räsänen 323f., schon vormongolisch belegt, в. DS 
335). Hier hat das Wort im Mongolischen (wie auch in vielen, 
besonders östlichen, türkischen Dialekten) die Bedeutung ‚Vieh‘ 
angenommen (als das spezifische Eigentum des Hirtennomaden). 
Dagegen ist das in diesem Texte erscheinende Wort eine viel 
spätere Übernahme aus dem Persischen und hat wie dort die 
Bedeutung ‚Steuer‘. Cf. Herrmann. 


EIN PERSISCH-MONGOLISCHER ERLASS 77 


muvamar-a (11) ,Steuereinhebelisten' (< pers. mu’dmara). Hierzu 
gibt Herrmann (in seiner Originaltranskription) folgende persi- 
sche Belegstellen: Hinz, Resälä-ye Falakiyyà, S. 20 (Index mit 
entsprechenden Nachweisen); Mahmud Miraftab (Dastür al-katib 
fi ta‘yin al-marätib. Edition und Darstellung. Diss. phil. Göttin- 
gen 1956), S. 90; Nejat Göyüng (Das sogenannte Gäme‘o’l-Hesäb 
des ‘таа as-Saräwi. Ein Leitfaden des staatlichen Rechnungs- 
wesens von ca. 1340), S. 71 Diss. phil. Góttingen 1962; Hinz (Das 
Rechnungswesen orientalischer Reichsfinanzimter im Mittelalter, 
Islam 29), S. 121 (hier in der Übersetzung Steuereinhebekonzession). 
Vgl. auch Dastür al-katib (Köprülü Nr. 1241), fol. 216b: ... har 
sal az asl-e mal o motavaggehat-e Tabriz mablag-e yek-hezär dinar о 
hast-sad dinär-e zar-e räyeg-e talgam . . . bar sabil-e edrär be-näm-e 
& mogra o mogarrar gardanidim. va Рост raft, ke ashab-e divan dar 
dafáter o mo'amarat mosabbat o mastür gardanand. Die Schreibung 
neuvamaz-a gibt offenbar eine Vulgäraussprache [muwämara] 
wieder. 

namur-un (29) ‚des Herbstes'. 

nayib.ud (3) ‚die Vizestatthalter‘ (< pers. näyıb, nà ib, kurd.naib 
mit mongolischem Pluralsuffix == im persischen Texte Z. 1 nuw- 
wab). Dasselbe iranische Wort erscheint auch in den mongolischen 
Texten bei Cleaves/Otemis 483 (nayib) und Cleaves/Teheran Abū 
Sa Id 28 (nayib.ud). Cf. zum Terminus Herrmann. 

nere.ber (9) ‚mit dem (auf den) Namen‘. nere.tei (15): ‚genannt, 
namens‘. 

niken (7) ‚eins‘. 

подал (29) ‚Hund‘ (noqa; fil ‚Hundejahr‘). Cf. TMEN I, Nr. 386. 

o.d-tur (29-29) ‚im Jahre‘ (eigentlich Plural). 

ora.ysa.yar (11) ‚sobald sie hineingekommen sind‘ (Konverb). Im 
Manuskript ein Strich zu wenig — dies aber ist ein in mongolischen 
Dokumenten sehr häufiger Schreibfehler, s. hier auch bolyayulbaz, 
bolyaqun, kemebei. An eine Lesung oraysanar wird man kaum 
denken dürfen (obwohl es buchstabengetreu so dasteht). Nach 
Weiers 189-194 kommt -ysanar nie vor. Dagegen ist fürs 13./14. 
Jahrhundert in uigurischer Schrift nach derselben Quelle -GsAbAr 
die Normalschreibung, -gseger erscheine „плаг vereinzelt in der 
buddhistischen Ubersetzungsliteratur des XIV. Jahrh.“, -ysayar 
so früh demnach überhaupt nicht, sondern erst seit dem 16. Jahr- 
hundert. Diese Regel ist mit unserem Dokument aufgehoben. — 
ora.tuyai ‚sie sollen hineinkommen‘. 
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öbe.d-ün (18) ‚der eigenen (Plural Genitiv)‘. Von einer Wurzel be~- 
< *öpe-+ ‚anders, zueigen, abgesondert‘, die auch in Haenisch 
бейе ‚entgegen‘ (= anders als die Richtung des Begegnenden), 
б'ет ‚selbst‘ (= zueigen, eigenständig, anders, zum Suffix -r s. 
TMEN I, S. 521 unten), ö’ere ‚anders, gesondert‘ (wohl < der el, 
deen ‚selbst‘ (wohl < déer an), ö’ermiöile- ‚sich absondern‘ vor- ` 
liegt. — öbe.r-e (18) ‚anders, gesondert‘. 

gamuy (24) ‚alle‘. 

gan (1) ‚Herrscher‘ (= pers. hàn). Cf. TMEN III, Nr. 1161. Der 
Titel bayatur gan ist also derselbe wie z. B. beim letzten persischen 
Elchan, Abū Sad, s. Cleaves/Teheran 27, 55-57 (mit Zitierung 
von pers. Saih Uwais bahädur hän). 

Qani Bili-yın (2) (= pers. Hän-i Bilt, Genitiv). Eine persische 
Provinz bei Astärä, am Südwestrand des Kaspischen Meeres, s. 
Herrmann. Die Lesung (bei Minorsky Khän-B.li) ist jetzt durch 
den mongolischen Text gesichert. | 

Sadiradin-u ‚des Sadr ad-Din‘ (persischer Name = im persischen 
Text Z. 2 Sadr al-milla wa’d-din, wobei al-milla lediglich eine bei 
diesem Namen-Titel nicht unübliche höfliche Zusatzfloskel ist). 

sar-a-yin (29-30) ‚des Monats‘. 

saviy-a-yin (9) ‚der Gebetsklause‘ ( < pers. z@wiya). Cf. zum Ter- 
minus u.a. Mahmud Bina-Motlagh: Scheich Safi von Ardabil, 
Dissertation Göttingen 1969, 13. 

soyu.basu (12) ‚als man sich Aufschluß verschaffte‘. Das mongo- 
lische Wort wird i.a. mit ‚instruieren‘ übersetzt (Kowalewski 
1405, Luvsandéndév 355, Haenisch 136, 138). Nach Lessing 735 
gilt jedoch eher die Bedeutung ‚sich instruieren‘ (to become 
cultured, civilized; to improve, to be enlightened). Hier scheint 
eher die letzte Bedeutung zuzutreffen: Silyan soyubasu job$igefü 
kann offenbar nur bedeuten ,als man untersuchte und sich 
instruierte, da stimmte man zu‘. Eine Übersetzung ,als man 
untersuchte und instruierte (Anweisung gab), stimmte man zu‘ 
befriedigt nicht. | 

Sagiyar (14) ein Ortsname. Ich war anfangs versucht, Sahriyàr zu 
deuten. Dagegen spricht jedoch: Die persische Parallele (Z. 5) 
schreibt etwa Sägryär oder Sägßär, jedenfalls mit Langvokal in 
der 1. Silbe. Wahrscheinlich also ein kleinerer Ortin Aserbeidschan 
(eventuell heute zur UdSSR gehórig). Cf. Herrmann: uns nicht 
lokalisierbar. An Sährijar im Bezirk Noraéen (s. M. Sirälijev: 
Azärbajjan dialektologijasynyn äsaslary, Baku 1962, 11) ist wohl 
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kaum zu denken (es ist weit von Astärä entfernt, etwa 39° 30' N, 
45 E), noch weniger natürlich an Sahriyär bei Teheran (Le 
Strange: The lands of the Eastern Caliphate, Cambridge 1930, 
217f.). Die Namensform wirkt kaukasisch (lesgisch ?). 

Sayty (8, zweimal) ‚Scheich‘ ( < pers. Sach). Die zweimalige Setzung 
des Wortes ist nicht etwa Dittographie, sondern entspricht der 
persischen Parallele (Z. 2) sath al-islam sath Sadr al-milla wa’d- 
din ‚Scheich des Islam, Scheich Sadr (al-milla wa’)d-din‘. Der- 
selbe Terminus erscheint bei Cleaves/Teheran (Abu Sa‘id) 28, 29 
(zweimal), 33 ($y), auch 28, 30 (s2y-ud, Plural). Diese Form könnte 
dem persischen Schriftbild nachgeahmt sein; sie dürfte jedoch 
eher (Hinweis von Tezcan) = türk. $ix sein, das ‚in den anato- 
lischen Mundarten ... durchaus üblich“ ist, cf. ferner türkmen. 
N. A. Baskakov et alii: Turkmensko-russkij slovar‘, Moskva 
1968, 765 Six ,Sejch', auch aserbeidschan. W. Radloff: Versuch 

: eines Wörterbuches der Türk-Dialecte, IV 1047 six ‚Derwisch‘ 
(Radloffs Identifizierung mit ‘4549 ist gewiß irrig). Cf. ferner 
Mehmed Mübarek ` Müze-yi humayun, Meskükät-i kadim-i Islämi- 
ye katalogu, III, Istanbul 1318, 199, wonach der Name des 
баір Uwais auf einer Münze in mongolischer Schrift ,,syq муз“ 
geschrieben ist (dies doch wohl eher eine Nachahmung des ara- 
bisch-geschriebenen ,,8yh 'wwys' statt mongolisch-geschrieben 
»8 yyq ww ууз). Am ehesten vgl. nun. kurd. séz, daher mongol. 
séy zu lesen. 

Silya.n (12) ‚untersuchend‘. (Der Strich des ,,-1-“ ist, wie häufig in 
mongolisch-geschriebenen Dokumenten, versetzt.) 

Siltay-ud-iyar (19-20) ‚unter Vorwànden, mit Ausreden‘. Cf. TMEN 
I, Nr. 236. 

tabin (28) ‚fünfzig‘. | 

tabun-a (30) ‚am fünften (Tage)‘. Cf. TMEN I, Nr. 121. 

tamu-dur (26) ‚in die Hölle‘. Cf. TMEN II, Nr. 936. 

Tawres-e (30) ‚in ‘Tabriz’. Zum ‚-w-“ cf. EI IV 632a: Die ältere 
persische Form ist T'avrez, sie lebt noch im Armenischen u.a. des 
14. Jahrhunderts fort (T'avrez). Auch im Neupersischen ist ja 
Tauriz neben Tabriz belegt (Steingass 335). Die zeitgenóssischen 
Schriftsteller schreiben allerdings anscheinend schon stets Tabriz, 
so Rasid/Arends (Register der Ortsnamen, arab. Seite 662), so 
schon bei V. Minorsky (Herausgeber): Hudüd al-‘Alam ..., 
London 1937, 142 (vom Jahre 982). Daher überrascht die Form 
mit [-w-] doch. Cf. aber immerhin Hudüd al-‘Alam 142 Ardavil 
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~ Rasid/Arends 659 Ardabil. Der Wechsel -b- ~ -v- in persischen 
Ortsnamen speziell Aserbeidschans sollte emmal im Zusammen- 
hang untersucht werden. Es ist möglich, daß hier Einflüsse des 
Armenischen oder aber der iranischen Lokaldialekte vorliegen. 
immerhin ist die Form mit -v-, -w-, -u- nicht auf armenische 
Quellen beschränkt. Sie erscheint auch bei arabischen Schrift- 
stellern, s. Klaus Lech: Das mongolische Weltreich, Wiesbaden 
1968 (nach 8. 58 bei Taiyàri; bei al-'Umari laut arabischem 
Register S. 132 nur 2 Belege für Tabriz, dagegen 22 für Tauriz), 
ef. auch dort S. 325, Anm. 29: Tauris bei Marco Polo usw. Auch 
russ. T'avriz u.a.m. — Zur Bedeutung von Tabriz für Saih Uwais 
s. EI IV 635a, b. Am ehesten ist hier an kurd. T'ewréz zu denken. 

te.n.de.ki (6) ‚dortig‘. 

t(e)ngri-dece (23) ‚von Gott‘. Cf. TMEN II, Nr. 944. 

te.r-e (14) ‚jener‘. 

tümen (25) ,zehntausend'. Cf. TMEN II, Nr. 983. Es ist mingyan 
tümen aufzufassen als = 1000.10000 = 10.000.000. An sich könnte 
es auch ‚tausend oder (auch) zehntausend‘ bedeuten, jedoch 
schiene es seltsam, ohnehin fiktive Zahlen zur Alternative zu 
stellen. Cf. vielmehr in der Geheimen Geschichte solche Fälle wie 
tabun ja’ut ‚fünfhundert‘ (wörtlich ‚fünf Hunderter‘ = fünf mal 
hundert) und sogar ($ 267, 9v, 10r) yesůn yesüt ‚neun [mal] neun‘ 
(= 81, von Haenisch fälschlich als ‚je neun‘ gedeutet). Nun steht 
hier zwar nicht mingyan tümed (also nicht der Plural des multi- 
plizierten Zahlworts), jedoch erscheinen solche Fälle (neben kor- 
rektem konservativem Pluralgebrauch) schon in der Geheimen 
Geschichte, в. z.B. $ 175 xoyar miyyan ‚2000‘, $ 106 zoyar tümen 
‚20.000. 

tuist.me.d (3) ‚die Statthalter‘ (pers. hukkam). Cf. TMEN I, Nr. 138. 
Plural von tüsimel. 

uda.r-un (21) ‚verzögernd, hinhaltend, auf die lange Bank schiebend'. 

uri.ji (16) ‚früher (wie zuvor)‘. Das Wort stammt von derselben 
Wurzel wie uri.du, uri.da, mit ähnlicher Bedeutung. Es könnte 
auf *uri.di zurückgehen (so schon Kotwicz, s. Issledovanie po 
altajskim jazykam, Moskva 1962, 108; allerdings gibt Kotwicz 
nicht an, wo er diese Form her hat, hat er sie etwa nur erschlos- 
sen ?). Der älteste Beleg des Wortes scheint vorzuliegen in Cleaves/ 
Teheran 29 (= Abū Said, 1320). Cleaves liest zwar (etwas er- 
gänzend) ,,urji[-yin yosulyar‘‘ (so auch Ligeti 106) und ver- 
gleicht dann die schriftmongolische Form ur. Jedoch ist diese 
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. Lesung irrig: Das ,,-y-“ ist (obwohl etwas verblaßt) nicht schlech- 
ter leserlich als z.B. das „-у- von „уа“ = [noyad] in 31/42; 
auch ist deshalb die Existenz eines ,,-y-' klar, weil der Abstand 
zwischen ,,r-“ und ,,J-“ bei angeblichem urfi (tatsächlichem 
uriji) viel weiter ist als z.B. bei дата in Z. 7. Den zweitaltesten 
(sehr klar geschriebenen) Beleg bietet dann unser Dokument. 
Ein weiterer alter Beleg mit noch bewahrtem -i- liegt vor im 
„Icheu iuen i iu“, Mostaert liest zwar 75 art sara ‚vergangener 
(voriger) Monat‘; jedoch ist aller Wahrscheinlichkeit nach JU, € Я 
nicht urji zu lesen, sondern es ist „u li ji“ als ziemlich getreue 
Wiedergabe von [uriji] aufzufassen; [urji] wäre doch wohl eher 
geschrieben worden. Soweit die ältesten Belege, die alle 

auf 121) weisen. Recht alt ist auch Poppe 366 uriju ódür ‚tret’ego 
dnja‘, wo das -?- gleichfalls noch bewahrt ist, im übrigen jedoch 
eine Sonderentwicklung vorliegt (vielleicht eine Kontamination 
aus uriji und uridu). Dagegen ist Poppe: Das mongolische Sprach- 
material einer Leidener Handschrift, Leningrad 1928, S. 1259 
„urj (eher wrif) wieder korrekt (vom Jahre 1343). In der 
klassischen Schriftsprache treten bereits Formen durchweg ohne 
-i- auf, ef. Lessing 887 ur edür, urfidur (aus игр edür kontra- 
hiert), urjigdur (aus urijigi edür, mit demselben Suffix o wie 
z.B. in Öljeitü uridagiyaéa, s. Abschnitt ,,Palàographie des dit, 
auch Mostaert/Cleaves 1962, 67) ,day before yesterday‘, urjinun 
(soll heißen urjinon), urfinan bzw. dieselben Formen mit 74 ‚the 
year before last‘ (das ist = uriji.n on, mit on ‚Jahr‘, das -n- dabei 
ist nicht etwa Genitivsuffix, sondern stammt aus einer Analogie- 
bildung zu nidonon ‚last year‘, neben nidonon И, bei Lessing 578 
fälschlich nidunun, s. aber die zum Terminus im Abschnitt ‚Eine 
bisher nicht erkannte Ligatur' angegebene Literatur, dabei ist 
das -n- in nidonon organisch: nidonon < nidoni on). Ähnlich 
Kowalewski 471. Auf die bisher genannten Formen und Kombina- 
tionen davon gehen nun die meisten modernen Dialektformen 
zurück. Ich will diese im folgenden nicht direkt angeben, sondern 
nur notieren, welche Typen in der Gesamtheit der Mongolia vor- 
kommen und wo, soweit mir Material zugänglich ist, das ich 
aber nicht ausführlich zitiere. Es erscheinen: uriji edür Poppe 
(Westmittelmongolisch), klassische Schriftsprache, Kalmückisch, 
` Schriftoiratisch, Chalcha, Burjatisch, Ordos, Dariganga, Üjümü- 
čin, Jastu, Aru-Xoréin, wohl auch Moghol (in wrjà wohl Wort- 
ausgang durch falsche Abtrennung als Kasussuffix .dur aufgefaßt 
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und daher ausgelassen) ‚vorgestern‘; uriji urijt edür Dariganga, 
Ujimiitin ,vorvorgestern‘; urifi són? Monguor ‚vorgestern Nacht‘; 
uriji sara Tcheu iuen iiu ‚vorletzter Monat‘ ( ?); uri? on Monguor, 
Moghol ‚vorletztes Jahr‘; uriji on fil Kalmückisch id.; wrijt on A 
jil Kalmückisch id.; uriji on dat fil Burjatisch id. ; urijt on.u urifi 
on Monguor ‚vorvorletztes Jahr‘; urijin edür Ordos ‚vorgestern‘; 
urijin on Schriftsprache, Oiratisch, Chalcha, Ordos, Tümed, Ja- 
stu, богок, Aru-Xortin; urijin on fil Schriftsprache Chalcha, 
Oiratisch id.; wrijin urifi on Ordos ‚vorvorletztes Jahr‘; urifi.yin 
из edür Monguor, Ordos ,vorvorgestern'; urifi.yin urifi on 
Monguor ‚vorvorletztes Jahr‘; urifi.yin urifin on Ordos; urifi.qi 
edür Schriftsprache, Chalcha ‚vorgestern‘; uriji yosu.yar Abi 
бала (so vielleicht eher statt uriji-yin yosu.yar), Uwais. Wie er- 
sichtlich, steht uriji fast ausschließlich mit Zeitbestimmungen zu- 
sammen, unsere beiden alten Quellen bilden die einzige Aus- 
nahme. Was bedeutet шїї yosuyar nun aber ? Cleaves übersetzt 
‚as formerly‘ = ‚wie zuvor‘. Das paßt auch für unseren Text: Es 
läuft aufeine Erneuerung einer bereits bestehenden Vergünstigung 
hinaus. S. Herrmann. 


Uwayis (1) Eigenname, hier: Begründer der Dynastie der Gala’ir 


(1356-74 regierend), = pers. Uwais. Cf. zu ihm am einfachsten 
EI IV 1149f. (oder die entsprechenden späteren Ausgaben). Cf. 
auch sayty. 


üge.ma.n.u (1) = tige manu ‚Unser Wort‘. Cf. TMEN ITI, Nr. 1292 


(auch Nachtrag in IV), Ligetiin AOH 1968, 125f. Zur Zusammen- 
schreibung cf. die Parallele bieig.manu ‚Unser Schreiben‘ in Clea- 
ves/Moastaert 1952, 426, 451 (Aryun 1290). Cf. auch ma.n.u. Statt 
„Uwais bahädur hàn. Unser Wort" könnte man auch ‚Unser, 
des Uwais bahädur hàn, Wort“ übersetzen, s. dazu TMEN III, 
S. 292f. (die Einrückung ist allerdings in diesem Falle irrelevant, 
gegen meine dortige Ausführung, jedoch spricht die persische 
Übersetzung klar für die von uns hier gegebene Übersetzung). 


ülü (17) ‚nicht‘. 
virista.s-a.ca (24-25) ‚von den Engeln‘ ( < pers. frista, kurd. firiste + 


mongol. Pluralsuffix). Cf. auch Poppe 471 (,„‚feriste‘‘). 


wayv-dur (10) ,für die fromme Stiftung‘ ( < pers. waqf, mit mongol. 


Suffix). Das Wort erscheint auch bei Cleaves/Teheran (Abu Said) 
29 (zweimal), 33 (wayb), 29 (dreimal wayb-ud) und bei Temir 
(Dokumente von 1272) 327 (zweimal) 328, 329 (in der Form 
ugw = unsere Schreibung wyv, mit deutlichem Anlautstrich, also 
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‚үу, auch mit punktiertem „q“ = „y“, außer auf S. 329, Z. 1 — 
hier liegt nach Cleaves/Teheran 69 ein anderes, aus dem Jahre 
1273 stammendes Dokument vor ~, wo, schlecht leserlich, „уар“ 
oder ,,wqb'' steht). Cf. aueh die Ausführung in Cleaves/Teheran 
68f. zum Begriff des wagf und zur Schreibung. Bei Abt Said wird 
stets „w°qb“ == wayb, also (1) wie bei uns mit ,,w-“ (nicht mit 
„у- und auch nicht mit ,,'w-'*) und (2) mit -b (deutlich so, genau 
wie z.B. bei tasarub == pers. tasarruf). In unserem Dokument 
dagegen ist der Auslaut deutlich ,,-v'' (insgesamt: ,,w’qv‘'), wie 
bei Temir; Cleaves liest zwar bei Temir „wyb“ = uyb; jedoch 
sehe ich, wie Temir, in der Schreibung\a statt\@ einen Versuch, 
„У“ (= [f]) von ,,-b“ zu scheiden; auch Ligeti 85-88 liest ,,-v'' 
Lg" erscheint üblicherweise nicht in der mongolischen Schrift, 
es mag jedoch zur klaren Kennzeichnung des persischen [-f] ein- 
geführt worden sein, s. Abschnitt ‚Schrift‘‘). Das Zeichen für 
‚-У“ = [-f] erscheint bei Temir auch im Namen Latw = pers. 
Latif, so in der arabischen Version; leider erscheinen weder in 
Temirs noch in meinem Text Wörter mit ,,-b“, woraus sich erst 
“eine Opposition ,,-b“: ,,- v^ erkennen ließe; die letztgültige Be- 
stätigung meiner Lesung steht also aus. Immerhin spricht für sie 
dies: Ein ,,-v^ erscheint in mongolischer Schrift gewiß selten; es 
kommt jedoch vor in bodistv ‚Bodhisattva‘ (s. CAJ 10, 1965, 60). 
Und die in CAJ zitierte Urga-Handschrift des Erdeni-yin Tobói 
hat ,,-v“ in eben diesem Wort genau in derselben Form wie das 
von uns ,,-v'' gelesene Schriftzeichen in Temir und bei uns. 
yayu.ba (21) ‚was auch immer‘. Zu „фа s. ba. 
yambar (ba) (19) ,was (wie beschaffen) auch immer‘. 
yeke (8) ‚groß‘. Cf. TMEN I, Nr. 406. 
yisün (28) ‚neun‘. 
yosu.yar (13, 16) ‚auf die Weise, nach Art von‘. Cf. TMEN I, Nr. 
408 sowie in dieser Würterliste 07732. 


Anhang 


Der Text einer mongolisch geschriebenen Gegenzeichnung (ver- 
öffentlicht in den Barrasihä-ye Tarikhi 1968/9, wozu weiteres vgl. 
bei Herrmann) lautet: 

üfig inu S-a Maymud Samsadin Sakariy-a Kaus Nafibadin May- 
mad Sayiy Ali ‘ehrenvolle Erwähnung (s. Herrmann): Sah Mahmud, 
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Sams ad-Din Zakariyä, K&'üs, Nagib ad-Din Muhammad (igent: 
lich Mahmad), аір ‘Al’. 

Dieser Text hat eine Parallele genau desselben Жур (0329 inu + 
eine Reihe von Namen) bei Cleaves/Teheran 33. In den von Cleaves 
edierten Texten findet sich auch ein guter Teil der Namensformen 
(8-а, Maymud, Samsadin sowie das charakteristische Maymad, 
wozu s. oben unsere Wörterliste). Der nn stemmt von Uwais, aus 
dem Jahre 1372. г 
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THE SOUND STRUCTURE OF THE TURKIC 
LANGUAGES IN CONNECTION 
WITH THAT OF THE FENNO-UGRIC ONES: 


(AN INSTRUMENTAL-PHONETIC AND PHONOLOGICAL 
INVESTIGATION) 


by 
UZBEK BAITCHURA 
Leningrad 


PART I: THE STRUCTURE OF THE TURKIC VOCALISM 


This work was carried out in the years 1951—1961, and is based on 
our experimental-phonetic investigations of vocalism, consonantism, 
and accent in twelve languages and dialects belonging to the main 
four Turkic groups: (1) north-western — Kazan-Tatar, Mishar-Tatar, 
Kazakh, Mountain-(Proper)-Bashkir, Ufa-(Lowland)-Bashkir; (2) 
north-eastern — Khakass, Touvinian; (3) south-western – Turkmen, 
Azerbaijani; (4) south-eastern — Uigur, whereas the Chuvash lan- 
guage, the two main dialects of which (Mountain-Chuvash and 
Lowland-Chuvash) we investigated, as it is known, stands separately 
among the other Turkic languages and language groups. Besides, 
we carried out experimental-phonetic investigations in Buriat- 
Mongolian and in the Fenno-Ugric languages, neighbouring with the 
Tatar dialects, that is in Mordvinian (Erzia), Mari (Meadow-dialect), 
Udmurt, and the Khanti language of Siberia. On the whole, I 
registered the pronunciation of about 40 informants. 

The difficulties of organizational character made me confine 
myself to the study of the languages cited above, which comprise 


1 This work (iñ three parts: vocalism, consonantism, stress and intonation) 
represents the main conclusions and some data of the first three volumes of 
my doctoral dissertation: Zvukovoj stroj tatarskogo jazyka v sujazt в nekotorymt 
drugimi Yurkskimi $ finno-ugorskimi jazykami,” Kazan, 1960, аз it was given 
in the abstract of the diss, (Moscow, 1962: 1-66), the fourth additional volume 
being written in 1965 (the typewritten manuscript of the dissertation is 
deposited at the Lenin Library in Moscow). 
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only one fourth of all the Turkic dialects, but our way of choosing 
such languages which belong to the most different groups of the 
Turkic linguistic unit, allowed us to draw a general picture for the 
entire Turkic group, because under these conditions the dialects not 
investigated must take an intermediate position between the inves- 
tigated ones.? My conclusions were taken up by the Soviet linguists, 
one of the reasons of it being that the problems investigated 
experimental-phonetically had not been studied before by means 
of instrumental-phonetic implements. 


2 And this proved true, for the further investigations of some separate 
Turkic languages (e.g. Kirghiz or Turkmen) by a few other authors corro- 
borated our general conclusions and within the limits of the problems studied 
by us they did not add even a single new feature to our description of the 
Turkic phonetics: they only repeated — with respect to the single language 
they were studying — my general conclusions made for the Turkic languages 
on the whole. 

° The majority of these languages and dialects had not been studied ex- 
perimental-phonetically at all (e.g. Uigur, Bashkir, Mishar-Tatar, Udmurt, 
Erzia-Mordvinian etc.), the experimental investigation of some others began 
with my collaboration (Khanti, Touvinian) or simultaneously with the others 
(Khakas etc.) but in all these cases I studied separate problems and in short 
before my investigations began there existed only the following experimental- 
phonetic material concerning the vocalism of the Turkic languages in the 
USSR: (а) the palatogramms of four Tatar vowels by G. Sharaf (“Palato- 
grammy zvukov tatarskogo jazykasravnitel’no s russkimi, “Vestnik Nautnogo 
Obstesiva Tatarovedenija”’ No.7, Kazan, 1927); (b) the cymographic (pneumo- 
graphic) data on the sonorous length of one Tatar vowel a [“бопогпаја 
dlitel’nost’ tatarskix glasnyx (dlitel’nost’ glasnogo а), УМОТ No. 8, 1928] 
— both articles based on the pronunciation of only one informant — the author 
G. Sharef himself, who comes from the village Ak-su, Tatar ASSR (on the 
border of the Chuvash ASSR); (c) the data on the sonorous length of the 
vowel а in a few Tatar words — in the pronunciation of G. Validov (a post- 
graduate student of V. A. Bogoroditski — see the note of the latter in his 
Voedenije v tatarskoje jazykoznanije . . ., Kazan, 1934, 19532), coming from the 
Behind-of-Kazan region, Tat. ASSR; (d) the X-ray studies and palatogramms 
of the Azerbaijan vowels in the pronunciation of the author — F. A. Kjazimov 
(Azerbaid£anskije glasmyje v sravnenit s anglijskimi. Cand. diss., Moscow, 
1951) who represents a southern dialect of Azerbaijani; (e) the X-ray studies 
and palatogramms of the Chuvash vowels in the pronunciation of doc. I. P. 
Pevlov (from Cheboksary) — in the cand. diss. of E. N. Stepanova: Zvukovoj 
sostav Cuvasskogo jazyka v sravnenii s nemeckim (Moscow, 1952); (fjand 
an article by А. P. Potselujevski containing some palatogramms of the 
Turkmen sounds (in Izvestija Turkmenskogo filiala AN SSSR Мо. 3-4, 1945) 
when isolated pronunciation of the Turkmen vowels he received only one 
palatogramm — that of the vowel z. (pp. 20—25). 
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I 


The Turkie languages have the following main types of vowels: 
D, a, а, г, o, б, u, Ù, ü, 9, 5, ә, ә, e, 1/1, i, which (as well as many 
other phenomena) can be found also in a single Turkic language, 
as in Tatar with its dialects dispersed from Moscow and Leningrad 
til Eastern Siberia; the same types of vowels are characteristic 
also of the Fenno-Ugric languages of Russia. 

As it is seen from the enumeration above, in which we describe 
the qualities of vowels by means of the letters used in the system 
of the APhI, here there are the following oppositions of vowels 
according to their quality: back — front, wide — narrow, rounded — 
unrounded, mixed — not mixed.4 

The peculiarities of the languages consist first of all in the use of 
the sounds, in the set of the phonemes and of the phonologic 
distinctive features, which can vary to a certain degree in the 
different languages of these groups. 

Every vowel can be wholly or partly voiced or unvoiced, nasalized 
or not nasalized — according to its position, the devoicing and 
nasalization usually taking place when the vowel is in the absolute 
beginning, at the very end of the word, or under the assimilating 
influence of the adjacent consonants of the corresponding quality 
(in the position either before or after the vowel in question). The 
degree of palatalisation or velarisation can, to an extent, fluctuate 
in accordance with the quality of the surruounding sounds. Diph- 
thongs are not registered in the majority of the Turkic languages 
(with a few exceptions, as Yakut etc.), because the collision of two 
vowels is, as a rule, divisible morphologically (cf. Tat. tau ‘moun- 
tain’ — tawa ‘his moutain, a? ‘moon’ — aja ‘his moon’ etc.) as well as 
historically (cf. Tat. tau ‘mountain,’ Uzbek tag, Tur. dag - id., Tat. 
au ‘hunting,’ Khakas aN —id., ete.). But at the same time it is also 
registered that many vowels have a diphthongoidal character. 

According to their length, the vowels in Tatar and in the other 
languages of the Volga region can be divided into two groups: long 
ones (the vowels of full formation) — v, a, a, Œ, =, u, ú, ü, o, 6, І, š 
and short ones (mixed, reduced vowels) — 9, 3, 9, a, 9, ә. In all (or 
almost in all) the other Turkic languages the same vowels are 


4 On the phonology of the Turkic languages see also N. N. Poppe: Tatar 
Manual. UAS 20 1963; Bashkir Manual. UAS 21, 1963; Introduction to 
Altaic Linguistics. UAB. XIV. 1965, etc. 
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usually found, especially if taking into consideration the subdialects 
of these languages. In this case, we have the so called qualitative 
vowel length for it is not a pure quantitative opposition, but it is 
accompanied by some qualitative differences of the vowels, and thisis 
why the figures showing the length of the long and the short vowels 
can intersect each other, the relation being at an average equal to 
2:1 m the corresponding phonetic positions. The strong beginning 
(starker Einsatz) is more characteristic of the short vowels, but it 
was also registered in the long ones, especially in emphatic speech 
in many Turkic languages, e.g. in Khakas, that was never directly 
influenced by Arabic, and therefore the glottal stop is to be 
counted among the genuine Turkic sounds. (Cf. also the Kasim 
dialect of Tatar, the Udehe language in the Far East in which the 
glottal stop is used as a phoneme in the native, not borrowed words). 
Although the glottal stop is not always phonemic, it is not a 
borrowed sound in the Turkic and Altaic languages. 

According to the length of vowels, all the Turkic languages can 
be divided into two groups: those having only the qualitative length 
of vowels, and those which have also a pure (or almost pure) 
quantitative opposition of vowels. 

To the first group belong Kazan-Tatar, Mishar-Tatar, Mountain- 
Bashkir (proper), Ufa-Bashkir (or Lowland-Bashkir which is in 
reality part of Kazan-Tatar), Kazakh, Azerbajani, and Chuvash. 

In Chuvash, the sonorous length of the long (according to their 
nature) vowels (a, e, u, à, Г, t) refers to that of the short (according 
to their nature) vowels (ә, ә) as two to one in the corresponding 
phonetic positions; a conciderable levelling of the quantitative 
differences of vowels in Lowland-Chuvash and in the adjacent 
Tatar dialects of the mountain part of the Tatar ASSR (to the West 
from the Volga) can be explaned not only by the mutual influence 
or original typological unity, but also by the possibility of a common 
substratum. The degrees of vowel length in Mountain-Chuvash are 
distributed within the following limits: (1) 20-31 sigmas* — long 
vowels (of full formation) in monosyllabic words and at the end of 
disyllabie words; (2) 15-17 c — unstressed long vowels, and in 
some positions — the short reduced palatal vowel a; (3) 12,5 (9-14) c 
— unstressed vowels и, $ in the first syllable of disyllabic words; 
(4) 6-8 c — mainly the short reduced vowels 2, э, and in some 


5 1 sigma, (o) is equal to 0,01 second or 10,0 milliseconds. 
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positions, the long narrow vowels %, $. In the Lowland dialect, an 
analogous picture is registered: (1) 20-26 c, (2) 15-17 в, (3) 9-14 c, 
(4) 3—6 c, intersection of the length of the long and the short vowels 
is possible and depends on the phonetic position: the character of 
the syllable, the place of the stress, the quality of the adjacent 
consonants, the length of the other vowels in the word, etc.® 

In Kazakh (the informant was from Aktube) there is a quantitative 
opposition of the wide vowels (a, o, etc.) to the narrow ones (u, ù, 1, 
etc.) the relation being at an average 2:1 in the corresponding 
positions. The sonorous length of vowels in some words is as follows: 
at ‘horse’ (5 meas.) 38,8 с; at! ‘throu!’ (3m) 33,7 с; aN ‘consciousness’ 
(4 m) 27,8 в; ag ‘white’ (2 m) 27,3 c; of ‘grass’ (6 m) 27,2 o; et ‘meat’ 
(3 m) 25,9 c; gag! ‘knock!’ (4 m) 20,1 с; ant ‘oath’ (4 m) 19,7 c; it 
‘dog’ (4 m) 18,8 c; уй ‘flower’ (1 m) 16,1 c; qus ‘bird’ (2 m) 8,4 o; 
qurt “worm, beast, wolf” (3m) 7,3 c etc. According to the qualitative 
vowel length and the phonetie position, it is possible to differentiate 
here, too, several degrees of the length of vowels: (1) approximately 
30 c (wide vowels — a, o), (П) aproximately 25 с (half wide palatal e), 
(ITT) 16-18 c (narrow palatal vowels ~ z, й), (IV) 7-8 c (back narrow 
и in the position, where it is the shortest). The last two degrees 
represent the narrow vowels, whereas the first two groups form the 
class of the wide (and at the same time — long) vowels. These 
degrees, found out by the investigation of monosyllabic words, have 
their reflection also in polysyllabie words. Quantitative relations of 
vowels in disyllabic Kazakh words in many respects coincide with 
the data on the vowel length in Tatar; e.g. in Kazakh the average 
length of the vowel a in the words of the type ata 'father' (the first 


$ Our instrumental investigation of many languages has proved the 
existence of a general trend towards a quantitative unity of the word: the 
length of the word tends within certain limits, to become а constant quantity, 
and the result of this is the diminishing of the length of one vowel when the 
length of tbe other vowel of this word increases; even the increase of the 
number of sounds in the word can produce the diminishing of the length of 
the separate sounds of this word. See U. 8. Baitchura. ““Experimentalphone- 
tische Beiträge zur Untersuchung des Wortakzentes des Kasan-Tatarischen," 
Acta Linguistica Hungarica, V. V, p. 267, Budapest, 1955, where it is said. 
*das Ergebnis der Tendenz zur quantitativen Vereinheitlichung des Wortes"; 
U. S. Baitchura. “Nekotorye kimografióeskije dannye c dlitel'nosti glasnyx 
io zvonkosti i dlitel'nosti soglasnyx Guvasskogo jazyka.” Utenyje zapiski 
čuvašskogo NIIJALIE, XVIII, Cheboksary, 1958, where it is said: “The 
increase of the length of one syllable of a word tends to diminish the length 
of the other syllable of this word", p. 68 (about disyllabie words). The same 
conclusion is found in my other works on different languages, mentioned above. 
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vowel = 17,8 s, the second one = 27,2 o) and of the type atta ‘on 
the horse’ (1-st vowel = 13,0 c, the second one — 22,1 c) is equal to 
14,3 c for the first vowel and 23,5 o for the second one. These 
figures are entirely within the limits of the data received when 
measuring the length of the Tatar vowel a in the same words 
registered by means of pneumatic and oscillographic apparatus in 
the pronunciation of different Tatar informants (1-36 vowel — from 
11 till 14,3 c, the second one — from 21,5 till 27,5 в). An analogous 
picture present the data on the length of the Tatar vowel a received 
by G. Sharaf (the first vowel — from 11,2 till 13,0 c, the second one — 
from 23,3 till 24,8 c)? and by G. Validov (the first vowel — from 16,6 
till 17,2, the second one - from 31,7 till 33,1 c).? 

The character of the articulation of vowels (in particular - their 
width) is connected with the length: the vowel a is the longest, after 
it comes o, then e etc. Narrow vowels are shorter?, and decreasing of 
the length of the vowels u, $ etc. to the degree of 7-8 в gives ground 
to consider them to a great extent mixed ones because the quantitative 
reduction, as a rule, is accompanied by the qualitative one.9« 

This is also true for Azerbaijani in which (according to our two 
informants) the wide vowels perceptibly exceed the narrow ones in 
their length, the latter being also subject to the quantitative and 
consequently to the qualitative reduction. Thus in 28 monosyllabic 


7? бее G. Sharaf. ““Sonornaja dlitel'nost! . . ." By means of a Kehltonschrei- 
ber he registered only the vibrations of the vocal chords and systematically 
added the sonorous beginning of the following voiceless consonant to the 
length of the preceding vowel. Ав this voiced beginning in some languages 
(e.g. Chuvash) can sometimes reach 10095 of the length of the consonant, 
G. Sharaf's date could appear so near to ours only because he chose words 
with strong consonants, the voiced beginning of which in Tatar is short. But 
his conelusion about the systematical increase of the sonorous length of the 
stressed vowel in comparison with that of the unstressed ones is proved by 
us to be wrong; it does not agree even with the data of G. Sharaf himself 
(VNOT No. 8, 1928: 213, 229, 232-3 etc.) for, according to them, the sonorous 
length of the stressed. vowel often is less than that of an unstressed one, o.g. 
in the words of the type “alma, ‘do not take,’ where the stress falls on the first 
syllable of the word. (See also my “Zvukovoi stroi tatarskogo jazyka (ék- 
sperimental’no-fonetiéeskij oóerk), Kazan, Cast’ I, 1959. Pp. 15-16. 

8 See note 3. 

° Thus the statement of V. A. Bogoroditski, that the wide vowels in Tatar 
are shorter than the narrow ones (based on his acoustical perception by ear) 
proves wrong. (See his brief article with a long name: “О dolgom i nedolgom 
% v zapadno-sibirskix tjurkskix dialektax i srodnyx javlenijax v drugix tju 
rkskix jazykax.") in Doklady Akademii nauk, serija ‘B, Petrograd—Leningrad, 
1927: 75-78; this article is published also in his “Etjudy .. .," Kazan, 1933. 
ta See below the note No. 24. 
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words with the vowels a, o, 6, + (the informant was from Vedi, 
Azerb. SSR) the mean length of the vowels comprises 20,4 c and 
varies in the limits from 18,9 c (pis *bad") till 27,0 с (bag ‘garden’). 
In the words oda ‘his fire,’ ada ‘his name’ (9 meas.) the length of the 
first unstressed vowel is equal to 15,2 в, that of the second stressed 
one — 27,9 c, in the words ofa ‘his grass’ (3 m), а ‘his horse’ the 
first vowel's length is 12,0 c, that of the second one — 24,7 c. These 
are the same quantitative relations as in Lowland-Chuvash, Kazakh, 
and Tatar in words like ata ‘father’ etc., which shows, that the 
reduction of the vowel ә in Azerbaijani is not full in the quantitative 
and the qualitative aspect, for the length of this vowel tends to be 
close to that of the long vowels of full formation. And on the 
contrary, the quantitative reduction of the sonorous length of the 
narrow vowels u, $ in Azerbaijani sometimes till zero [p.e. t(u)tmag 
‘to hold’ (2), tfi)kmäk ‘to sew’ (2)] allows to conclude that these 
vowels have to a perceptible degree a mixed character. 

In all the Turkic dialects described above, we could establish 
only the qualitative length of vowels, which is à qualitative char- 
acteristie of this or that vowel (or of а vowel type), the figures of 
vowel length for the long and the short vowels mostly not inter- 
secting, although they depend on the phonetic position to a con- 
siderable degree.1? 

A different picture present those Turkic languages and dialects 
(as Turkmen, Khakas, Yakut, eto.) in which the length of vowels is 
used as one of the most important phonemic means. 

In modern Turkmen there exist at least two degrees of phonemie 
length of vowels [in the limits of (1) approximately up to 20 c and 
(2) from 25 to 45 c] and on the whole — no less than four degrees of 
vowel length not intersecting with each other. The vowels of the 
first class have the maximal length — at an average 45 c (deviations 
in the mean figures are from 42,3 c till 47,5 c) in the words aad 
‘name’ (3), ood ‘fire’ (3 m), baar ‘there is’ (3 m), etc. The length of 
the vowels of the second class is approximately 30 o (from 23,8 till 
36,1 c), the "diphtongs" taking an intermediate position between 
the first and the second class (Cf. Gwiz ‘autumn’ — 37,1 c). The 
wide and semiwide short vowels comprise the third class with the 


10 But from the op. cit. Бу Е. A. Kjazimov (who is at the same time the 
informant in his work and represents a southern dialect) it is possible to 
deduce, that in the southern dialects of Azerbaijani also pure quantitative 
oppositions of vowels are possible. 
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average length of about 15 o (from 13,5 till 16,5 c), e.g. in the words 
at ‘horse’ (3 m) 14,8 c, ot ‘grass’ (3 m) 14,4 о, et ‘meat’ (4 m) 15,6 c, 
etc. To the fourth class with the vowel length of approximately 8 c 
belong narrow short and reduced vowels, e.g. in 22 ‘dog’ (6 m) 
8,2 c, gur ‘orderly’ (6) 7,1 в, gul ‘rose’ (3 m) 9,4 o etc. These relations 
are in general preserved also in disyllabie and polysyllabie words. 
The oppositions between the first and the second class and that 
between the third and the fourth class are not purely quantitative, 
but they are usually accompanied by some qualitative differences of 
the vowels: to the 1-st and the 3-d classes belong wide, partly half 
wide vowels, to the 2-nd and the 4-th classes — narrow and half 
narrow ones. 

In Khakas was also registered a very clear quantitative opposition 
of the long and the short vowels, the figures for them never inter- 
secting with each other, and this presents a material basis for the 
phonological opposition of vowels according to their length. In 
monosyllabie words the long vowels surpass, in the length, the short 
ones at an average by three times and a half (deviations from 2 till 
9), e.g. in 34 words with short vowels (of ‘grass,’ ‘fire,’ at ‘name,’ 
‘horse,’ 17 ‘meat’ ‘do,’ ús ‘three,’ ‘tear off, yut ‘soul,’ etc.) by 135 
meas. the average length of vowels is 8,9 c (the deviations in 
separate words being from 4,3 till 13,1 c), whereas in 19 words with 
long vowels (yoos ‘picture,’ yaas ‘belt,’ tus ‘dishes,’ swuy ‘liquid,’ 
Vir ‘evening’, etc.) by 57 meas. the average length of vowels is 29,9 c. 
On the whole, the same relations are preserved in disyllabic and 
polysyllabie words. 

In general, the relations in the length of vowels in Khakas and 
Turkmen very much ressemble those in the Tatar and other languages, 
but in the former two the long vowels are longer, and the short ones 
are shorter in comparison with the corresponding vowels in Tatar, 
and are connected with the partial levelling of the quantitative 
differences in the vocalism of the latter languages, in which, besides, 
the quantitative characteristies of vowels are more connected with 
the phonetic position and, as a result of it, the figures for the length 
of the long and the short vowels can intersect with each other; 
whereas in Turkmen or Khakas this can take place only sporadically 
and only in two adjacent length groups of vowels. . 

In the Fenno-Ugrie languages, territorially neighbouring with 
the Tatar dialects, i.e., in Udmurt, Mari (Meadow dialect), and 
Erza-Mordvinian, according to our investigations, the quantitative 
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phonological oppositions of vowels are not established.!! The qual- 
itative length of vowels does not exist here, if not to mention some 
exceptions: (1) the “reduced” mixed vowel a is shorter, than all the 
other vowels and (2) the length of the narrow vowels и, i and some 
others is unstable: in disyllabic words it can be reduced till 3 stigmas 
in certain positions and in some other ones (p.e. in Auslaut) their 
length is equal to that of the wide vowels (f.i. of a) and can reach 
the maximal limit of 30 c, all this resulting in the systematical 
intersection of the figures for the length of different vowels. 

For instance, the deviations of the average length of vowels in 
separate disyllabie words in Udmurt (the informant was from the 
Kizn'er region of the Udmurt ASSR) are as follows: the vowel a: 
9,2-20,8 o-(51 m); е: 10,7-18,0 с (19 m); о: 8,6-22,1 с (50 m), u 
6,6-23,4 с (21 m); i: 6,4-18,9 с (39 m); ә: 3,8-23,6 с (55 m), ete. 
The data of our other 3 Udmurt informants as well as the figures 
concerning Meadow Mari and Erza are similar. Thus the length 
of the wide and half-wide vowels in these Fenno-Ugric languages is 
usually no less than 8-10 с. The distribution of the length of vowels 
in Mari is: a — from 11,0 till 31,4 c (49 m), о: 8,2-23,9 с (36 m); 
e: 13,7-27,4 в (16 m) ete.; in Erza: а: 10,6-20,0 c (42 m); e: 15,4- 
23,1 с (32 m); o: 9,0-24,7 (43 m) etc. The length of the narrow and 
reduced vowels can be diminished to à much greater degree, p.e. 
in Mari — till 3,7 c (u in.the word trupka), in Udmurt - till 3,1 c 
(uin Sukkon 'blow') (Glazov reg.) etc. But in the positions, strong 
as to.the quantity of vowels, there can be no difference in the length 
of the wide and the narrow vowels. 

In some positions, it is possible to distinguish two dögrees of the 
average length of some vowels: in Mari - in the second closed 
syllable of disyllabic words the length of the vowel ә is 8,8, of o — 
10,4 c, whereas the length of the vowel a in the same position is 
19,1 с, e - 20,1 в, $ — 16,8 с etc.; in Udmurt similar relations are 
registered, although not in the second but in the first closed 
syllable of disyllabic words: ә = 6,6 с, а == 9,6 о, о = 11,5 о, и = 
8,6 o, = 11,0 с. In the other positions and in Erza these oppositions 
(2: 1 or 1,5: 1) are still less clear. In final position the differences 
are levelled. 


it This conclusion is corroborated by the data on the length of vowels in 
the Mari language, listed m the book Sovremennyj marijskij jazyk. JoSkar- 
Ola, 1960: 61—69 by N. Pengitov and others. 
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The length of vowels in these Fenno-Ugric languages depends 
mainly on the phonetic position, and from this point of view it is 
possible to distinguish two degrees of vowel length. Firstly, Udmurt, 
as well as Meadow-Mari, are characterised by a peculiar feature: 
the length of the vowel of the second syllable of a disyllabie word is 
approximately by two (or 1,5) times longer, than that of the vowel 
of the first syllable in the corresponding positions. E.g., in disyllabie 
Mari words the relation of the first vowel's length to that of the 
second one is: (1) 52,1% — when both syllables are open (21 meas. 
in 9 words, the deviations ranging from 29,2 till 71,895); (2) 51,7 — 
when both syllables are closed (18 m. in 6 words, deviations — from 
40,8 till 72,9%); (3) 78,6% — when the first syllable is open, the 
second one - closed (24 m. in 10 words, deviations: 42,1-155,1%);12 
(4) 52,8% — when the first syllable is closed, the second one — open 
(14 m. in 6 words, deviations: 16,7-86,4%). P.e. in the word taptaš 
‘forge’ (2 m) the relation is 5095, in the word taga ‘ram’ (3 m) — 
59,594; toraš ‘to separate’ (3 m) — 46,4%, tosto ‘former’ (2 m) ~ 
86,4%, torta ‘shaft’ (3 m) — 39,2% etc., the average length of vowels 
in the first syllable being from 9,2 с {u in closed syllables) till 15,3 c 
(à, а in open syllables), in the second syllable — from 16,8 ($ in closed 
syllables) till 24,2 c (a in open syllables; in the word faga 'ram' — 
31,4 c), if we exclude o (7,2 с in the first open syllable) and > (8,8 c), 
0 (10,4 c) in the second closed syllable. In Udmurt is registered the 
same pieture,!? f.i. in the first syllable the length of vowels is 
distributed from 6,6 till 13,1 c, in the second (last) one — from 11,9 
till 23,4 c. 

In Erza, on the contrary, the length of vowels in the first syllable 
usually surpasses that in the second one. Thus the relation of the 
length of the first vowel to that of the second one in disyllabie words 
comprises at an average (1) 112,595 — when both syllables are open 
(15 m, 7 words, deviations: 94,0%,-156,2%,); (2) 119,6% — when both 
syllables are closed (15 m, 7 w., dev.: 86,7-177,8%); (3) 184,2% — 
when the first syllable is open, the second one — closed (14 m, 6 w., 
dev.: 123,4-147,7%); (4) 91,4%, — when the first syllable is closed, 


12 More than 100,095 — in three words: tegat ‘tar’ (2 m) — 155,195, tudon 
(2 m) — 137%, türis (2 m) — 102,195. 

13 For more details see my article “Sönaröhu iseloomust Udmurdi keeles 
(kümograafi abil saadud andmete póhjal)," Emakeele Seltsi Aastaraamat. У, 
Tallinn, 1959: 294—307 and the book: Zvukovoj stroi tatarskogo jazyka v sv'azi 
e nekotorymi drugimi tjurkskimi i finno-ugorskimi jazykami, IL, Kazan, 1961, 
pp. 244-267. 
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the second one ~ open (24 m, 12 w., dev.: 61,9--105,2%). Р.е. in the 
words toso ‘there’ (2 m) — 107,095, tarkas ‘into the place’ (4 m) - 
113,0% taradt ‘branch’ (2 m) — 133,295, tosko ‘there also’ (2 m) - 
94,1% ete. 

The dependence of the vowel length on the position (the initial 
or the second syllable) is a pecularity of these Fenno-Ugric languages, 
which ean be considered a positional change only from the point 
of view of the present time, because this phenomenon must have 
deep historical roots. And if we move from the west to the east, the 
relative length of the second. vowel increases: as the above figures 
show, the length of the first vowel in disyllabic words (in comparison 
with that of the second. vowel) is greater in Erza, as in Mari and so 
on. 

The tendency to increase the length of the second (last) vowel in 
comparison with that of the initial one (in all eases and independently 
from the quality of vowels) is characteristic of Lowland Chuvash too 
and of à number of Tatar dialects in the western and nothern part 
of the Tatar ASSR, and this cannot be explaned but by the influence 
by a Fenno-Ugric substratum, because the possibility of a Turkic 
substratum in Udmurt and Mari is excluded, and by a marginal 
influence evidently only by lexical and seldom grammatical borro- 
wings, whereas such subtle pecularities as a system of quantitative 
relations of vowels hardly can appear or disappear otherwise than 
under the foreign influence in cosequence of a long-term bilingualism 
of the population, not to speak of inner laws of language develop- 
ment. But it is not excluded, that one of the most important forces 
(if not the only force) producing historical changes of languages and 
systems of languages is the influence of one language upon the other, 
for nobody has ever observed any pure inner laws of development 
of pure, isolated languages. Even in a relative isolation, languages 
have a tendency to preserve archaic features. It is quite possible 
_ that the influence of one language upon another is just the most 
important (if not the only) “inner law.”’ 

In Mountain Chuvash the preservation (in many cases) of the 
initial stress and of the clear opposition of the long and the short 
"reduced" vowels (the stress falling on the initial syllable, when in 
the second one there is a reduced vowel, which in this case is still 
more reduced, and if the reduced vowel is in the first syllable, it 
reduces to a lesser degree) reminds in some respects of the Mari 
language with its partial (in some positions) opposition of short 
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reduced vowels to long vowels of full articulation, and these features 
in Mountain Chuvash may have been preserved (if not brought to 
existence) under the influence of a Fenno-Ugric substratum (not of 
a marginal influence), if only there was not an original typological 
unity or a third language — a substratum common for both of them. 
At any rate, there exists an important typological unity in the 
quantitative relations in the vocalism of the languages of the Volga- 
Kama region. The shift of vowels in the Turkic languages of this 
region is evidently a result of the quantitative reduction of the short 
vowels,!* which in its turn, was connected with the levelling of the 
quantitative oppositions in vocalism — as a possible result of the 
linguistic interaction between the Turkic and the ancient Fenno- 
Ugrie population of that region, for, as a rule, only in some southern 
or eastern Turkic languages aré preserved pure (or almost pure) 
quantitative oppositions of vowels (in Turkmen, Khakas, Yakut) 
and these languages, except Yakut, were for a long time exclusively 
or mainly in the Turkic encirclement. 

When mixing of different ethnic units reaches a considerable 
extent, the quantitative characteristics of sounds have a tendency 
to disappear (cf. Azerbaijani, Uzbek, etc.), because the system of 
subtle phonetic and phonologic oppositions is destroyed and only 
the most rough oppositions are left, which are common to all of the 
interacting dialects. The quantitative oppositions are levelled also 
in the case, when both interacting languages possess such oppositions, 
but they do not coincide in them. 

The condition for a linguistic interaction is evidently not a simple 
neighbourhood of the peoples speaking those languages, but a long- 
term interchange and bilingualism of the majority of the population 
of the region, because it is the language that influences but not the 
geographic environment or heredity. It is not excluded, that the 
levelling of the quantitative oppositions in the Russian vocalism is 
also connected with the mixing of the Russians with other peoples ` 
of Eastern Europe, which were conquered by the former after 
their coming here.15 


14 The conclusion, that the quantitative reduction leads to a qualitative 
one, is supported also by the fact, that in some Tatar dialects (Behind-of- 
Kazan dialect, that of the Northern Nurlats region, etc., partly in Kazan 
itself} the quantitative reduction of the pretonic short rounded vowels о, д 
has already resulted in their convergence with the unrounded short reduced 
vowels ә, ә ~ as in the Chuvash language. 

15 This certainly refers also to morphology and syntax, for there are-many 
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According to the character of the syllable ib is also possible to 
distinguish between two degrees of length of some vowels. Thus in 
Udmurt in the second closed syllable of disyllabie words the mean 
length of vowels is: o = 13,4 с (6 m), u = 11,9 с (4 m), ә = 14,7 c 
(21 m), whereas in the second open syllable it is: o — 20,0 c (15 m), 
u == 23,4 c (8 m), э = 20,1 c (18 m). But in the initial syllable (or in 
the second one - for the other vowels) the differences are less 
perceptible. The same m Mari: in the second closed syllable of 
disyllabie words the length of the vowel o is 10,4 с (2 m), whereas in 
the second open syllable it is 20,4 c (12 m); in Erza the length of o 
in the second closed syllable is 13,8 o (6 m), in the second open 
syllable — 20,4 c (21 m), but the differences in the length of the 
other vowels are less important, as well as those for the vowel o in 
the first syllable, where this vowel is more stable in Erza. 

The other positional factors influencing the length of vowels are 
the following: The character of the surrounding consonants: voiced 
or unvoiced, fricative or occlusive, aspirated or unaspirated, weak 
or strong; the length of the other vowels in the word; the general 
number (quantity) of sounds in the word; the stressed or unstressed 
position of the vowel; the speed of speech, ete. In all languages 
investigated by me — the Turkic and Fenno-Ugrie — all these 
positional factors to a certain degree influence the length of vowels, 
the strong articulation, voicelessness, implosiveness (or occlusive- 
ness), aspiration of the preceding as well as of the following con- 
sonants, the increase of vowel length in the other syllables of the 
word, the increase of the number of sounds in the syllable (word), 
unstressed position,!9 and the closed character of the syllable being 


cases in which the analytical type of a language came to existence as a result 
of the linguistic interaction (mixing) of different related and unrelated 
languages, as it was in the history of English, French, Danube-Bolgar etc. 
It is evident, that the loss of many Indo-European forms (e.g. those of the 
verb) and substitution of them by a number of Fenno-Ugric forms in Russian 
is also the result of the linguistic interaction between these languages. It is 
also not excluded, that the analytical structure of the Chinese language is a 
result of manifold mixtures of different languages of many peoples once 
inhabiting that territory, which fact is corroborated, as it is known, by many 
historical data. 

1€ The notion ''stress" denotes here (1) the increase of sound intensity, (2) 
the rise of the average tone height, (3) the rising character of tone, (4) the 
increase of expiration (of vowels as well as of consonants), the latter coinciding 
with the increase of fortisness and often with the devoicing of consonants. 
Thus consonants also take part in the stress. As to the length of sounds, 
it is often opposed to stress. The vowel length stands in a complicated 
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the factors, which decrease the length of vowels, whereas the 
opposite conditions favour an inerease of vowel length. 

The positional changes of vowel quantitiy, as a rule, oan be 
registered only by means of experimental phonetics, if not to 
mention the extreme points, falling out and adding of vowels. 

In the Turkic languages, the fall out of vowels was studied by 
W. W. Radloff. On the basis of his perception by ear he stated 
thatin Krighis, Kazakh, Tatar and some other languages the narrow 
short vowels and the vowels now called reduced, often fall out in 
continuos speech 17 By means of cymograph, G. Sharaf registered 
falling out of the vowel ә in the first syllable of the following three 
Tatar words: gasta “treat to,’ to3qa ‘out,’ одат ‘mous’ (УМОТ N 8: 
198, 210, 228). 

Our instrumental-phonetic studies of this problem began in 1953, 
when I registered, that in Tatar and Chuvash “first of all fall out 
(better to say — are devoiced) the narrow front vowels ù, z, 2, 9,” 
that “unrounded vowels fall out more often in comparison with 
the rounded ones," that “mixed vowels are short”, etc.18 My 
further instrumental investigations allowed to extend these con- 
clusions to the other Turkic and to the Fenno-Ugric languages and 
then — to the Altaic group in general. 

Thus in the investigated languages fall out the vowels 9, 3, a, a, 
и, ü, I, , seldom a, æ etc. The fall out of vowels was registered in di-, 
tri- and quadrisyllabic words, in word groups, and in sentences — 
in the initial, second, and third pretonic, and in the first posttonic 
syllables. 

Examples from Tatar: (uj)saq ‘asp,’ Cäleän “for, Kkfö)clen 
‘forcing,’ р(ә )çaq ‘knife,’ р(ә)с̧еп ‘hay,’ (2 )cane ‘into,’ p(ə)c(ə)raq 


connection with the accent and the character of stress has here a great 
importance for the separate components of stress can differently influence 
the quantity of sounds: the rise of tone and the increase of sound intensity 
tends to favour the increase of length, but the increase of fortisness and of 
expiration favour devoicing of sounds and decreasing of sonorous length of 
vowels. 
п W. W. Radloff. Phonetik der Nórdlichen Türksprachen. Leipzig, 1882: 
91—96 etc. His conclusions were repeated by V. A. Bogoroditski (Vvedenije ...: 
75-96) but without any reference to W. W. Radloff, although even the 
examples coincide: p(a)tagam “my knife, gar(a)dy//qar(a)ny ‘his stomach’ 
etc. 
18 See the abstract of my candidate dissertation: Glasnye tatarskogo litera- 
turnogo jazyka v svete éksperimental’nyx dannyz. Moskva-Leningrad, 1953, 
pp. 9-11. | 
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‘dirty,’ k(s)í(o)ler ‘people,’ 1(5)5(5)róp ‘dropping,’ gom(u)mi 
‘general,’ сид(ә )тад ‘deaf,’ bal(a)lar ‘children,’ ter(a)ze ‘window,’ 
k(2)ckone ‘little,’ k(a)rsete ‘shows,’ tor(o)Sona ‘to his positions,’ 
kuk(ujruz(a) ‘Indian corn,’ bag(a)r aqcalar ‘copper money,’ Биѕ(ә) 
tartom quéamoasa ‘this is the possessive affix’ etc. At the collision of 
two vowels fall out 2, a etc.: alm(a)agac(2) ‘apple-tree’ etc. In the 
Russian words, pronounced by Tatars, fall out z, e etc., even the 
whole syllables: (7 )sklugitalna ‘exceptionally,’ (je)vrapeiskia ‘of 
the European’ etc. 

In trisyllabic words m Kazan-Tatar, Ufa-Bashkir, Uigur а. о. falls 
out mainly the vowel of the initial syllable and in Mishar-Tatar, 
Mountain-Bashkir а.о. more often falls out the vowel of the second 
(middle) syllable. Cf. Kaz-Tat. bàroyo ‘his fur cap,’ Mish.-Tat., Bashk. 
burke, Kaz-Tat. К(ә )Saler ‘people’ etc. and it is due to the existence 
of two stresses in Mish.-Tatar a.o. (on the first and on the last 
syllables of the word), whereas in Kazan-Tatar а.о. there is only 
one word stress and it usually falls on the last syllable. 

In the investigated Fenno-Ugric languages, only single cases of 
falling out of vowels were registered, but the character of quantitative 
reduction is similar to that in Mishar-Tatar a.o. The length of the 
second vowel relatively decreases in trisyllabic words. In these 
languages, as in Chuvash, an important róle belongs to the quality 
of vowels: first of all, the length of the "reduced" (mixed) vowels 
decreases, then — the röle of the narrow u, $, and in some dialects 
also the wide vowels of the second syllable. Thus in Udmurt, 
according to my informant from the Kizner region (Udmurt ASSR) 
mainly the vowel of the second syllable decreases and, according to 
my informant from the Glazov region (Udm. ASSR) chiefly the 
vowel of the first syllable decreaes and according to our two in- 
formants from the Kukmor region (Tatar ASSR) both of these 
variants are possible, depending on the quality of the vowel. In 
Erza the reduction of the second vowel in trisyllabic words was 
also registered. 

In Mountain Chuvash, Kazakh, Mishar-Tatar, the word stress 
has a tendency to fall on the first syllable and the posttonic vowels, 
accordingly, tend to fall out. 

Thus in Mountain Chuvash the final vowel in di- and trisyllabic 
words falls out or is devoiced: lag(o) ‘hut’, mulkaé(a) ‘hare’ and 
even xIrfa) 'pine-tree' - after a sonorous ғ, whish is partly 
devoiced here. In Mountain-Chuvash, the quantitative reduction 
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more depends on the quality of vowels, than in Lowland-Chuvash. 
In Kazakh fall out u, $, a in the initial syllable of disyllabic words and 
in all syllables of trieyllabie words, e.g. k($)íap ‘book,’ (u)sta 
flew, esfi)ktin Ки ш ‘the door handle,’ k(t п ‘little,’ 
neš(i)nši klasta ... ‘in which class . 

In accordance with the final word en in Uigur vw, $ fall out 
or are devoiced mainly in the first syllable, sometimes in two 
syllables and even in the stressed one, if surrounded by strong 
voiceless consonants: g(u)iwp ‘pole,’ t(u)tug ‘cloudy, (u )quš read. 
ing,’ (?)& “door, aš p(?)st; ‘the soup is ready’ ity Ué(u)qma ‘is 
the door open ?’ etc.?9 

In the Khakas dialect, we registered the falling out of the vowels 
u, ù, $, 9, ә mainly in the initial syllable of disyllabic words: (u )stuy 
‘knee,’ x(ujtuy ‘well,’ t(u)pcuk ‘younger,’ (ü)küs ‘to ride off, 
x(a )syas ‘tongs,’ (t)kalake ‘two,’ etc. 

In Azerbaijani w, ü, $, ә, ә fall out in di- and tri-syllabic words in 
any syllable: p(z)sip ‘boiling,’ £(ü )tün ‘smoke,’ t(u)Jimag ‘to hold,’ 
t(i)kmek ‘to sew,’ К? оп ‘to tremble’; bak(?)da ‘in Baku’ 
kfi ECH ‘to the cinema’; ¿(ə )yadam. ‘I shall go out,’ ja$(a)m ‘ту 
age,’ sen(1)n ‘thine, etc. 

In Turkmen fall out u, dà, z, э, 2, ЖТР @ in апу syllable of di- 
or trisyllabic words: k(ù )tek "blunt,’ k(?)tap ‘book,’ k(?)6igik ‘little,’ 
é(2)ydolar ‘they went out,’ kfü)karek ‘breast,’ (%)s(t Jinde/us(ti )nde 

on,’ palé(a)ydan ‘out of clay’; bold(a)Nma? ‘were you?’ (2. p.s.), 
tap(a)p ‘having found,’ Gapé(?)q ‘sack,’ alt(a)ng(a) ‘sixth,’ etc. 
‚ Reduction and falling out of vowels are favoured by the accele- 
ration of speech tempo, and this is why in the southern Turkic 
languages vowels fall out in sentences more. often than in isolated 
words. 

Falling out of the pretonic initial and ОВО final vowels 
registered in many languages is rather a devoicing than a real 
falling out, for m many cases like in Tat. (i)kmek ‘bread,’ Uig. 
(w )quš ‘reading,’ Chuv. zIr(ə) ‘pine’ etc. the reflexes of the “fallen 
out" vowels are preserved, these vowels are articulated, although 
partly, in a reduced way, as it is seen on the cymogramms, for at 
the places, where these vowels ought to be is seen a rise of the 


1 The Behind-of-Kazan subdialect of Tatar is very near to Uigur in his 
great tempo, fall of vowels and usage of some grammatical forms (as verbal 
affix -(m)ys etc.) and this enables us to SEET more closer relations between 
them. 
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mouth curve (about 5-7 c long) but without vibrations either on it 
or on the glottal curve.?° 

Devoicing of the end of final vowels is characteristic of the Turkic 
and to a certain degree of the investigated Fenno-Ugric languages. 
Thus in Tatar the final vowels are devoiced: 2- up to 69,5% (tasop 
cagto ‘overflew’) ə - up to 66,6% (gacgarap ziberda ‘uttered a scream’), 
а — up to 67,7%, (atop tora ‘is shooting’), а in a separate word — 
up to 43,4% (atna ‘week’), œ — 45,9% (asqa ёо ‘is getting down’), 
etc. (The informant was from Kazan, the data of the others are 
analogous). In isolated mono- or di-syllabie words the devoicing of 
final vowels is registered in Turkmen: ә — up to 40,0% (ada ‘his 
name’), $ — 23,1% (ей ‘his meat’) ete.; in Azerbaijani: а — up to 
23,0% (tayta “board’), ot — 40,0% (tot ‘wedding’), й — 30,0% (pit 
‘fat’) ete.; in Khakas: а — up to 38,5% (ухода ‘to strip off’), e - 
40,0% (čekte Фо embroider’), a — 37,1% (xoxta hollow’), ú — 31,2% 
(küskü ‘automn’) etc. In Uigur, the final $ is devoiced up to 100% 
in the sentence sujug aš pišti ‘the soup is ready’ etc. An analogous 
picture is in the other Turkic languages. 

In Azerbaijani, Turkmen, and Kazakh we found also the devoicing 
of the end of the vowelina relatively open syllable when the following 
syllable begins with a voiceless stop. In many languages we 
registered the devoicing of a small initial portion of vowels at the 
absolute beginning, e.g. in Mountain-Chuvash in the word appa 
‘elder sister’ the devoicing of the beginning of the first vowel is 
34,5% and at the end of the second vowel — 33,1%. Devoicing is 
favoured by the increase of the length of vowels. 

Besides devoicing, we often registered a partial asalan at 
the end of the final vowels, at the beginning of the vowels in the 
absolute inital position and befor or after nasal consonants as a 
result of the assimilation in the character of the articulation of the 
vowels to the indifferent position of the organs of speech or to the 
adjacent consonants. This it is also corroborated by X-ray photo- 
graphs of speech articulation, which show that, in Tatar and some 
other Turkic languages, a slight opening into the nasal cavity is 
characteristic of almost all vowels during their entire continuation. 


2° Another type of the relative fall out of vowels is the case in which the 
vibrations of the vocal chords are so feeble, that they hardly can be perceived 
by an average speaker of the language concerned. 

21 Cf. also the devoicing of the beginning of vowels after a voiceless stop 
in Russian as described in the works by Ščerba, Tomson, and others. 
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As our cymogramms show, the nasalization at the end of a final 
vowel may reach 50% of the sonorous length of the vowel (e.g. in 
Aserbaijani) and appears, as it is known, in consequence of the loss 
of the synchronousness in the work of the articulating organs (as 
well as when devoicing), this in its turn being a physiological basis 
for the assimilative processes in the language. In certain cases the 
nasalization of a vowel may lead to its reduction and falling out. 

The quantitative reduction is connected with the qualitative one 
and that is why the narrow vowels of the type u, z, ete. being 
reduced approach, in their articulation, the mixed reduced vowels 
a, 9, that is the indifferent position of the organs of speech. This 
conclusion is supported also by the X-ray data on some Turkic and 
Tungus languages.?? 

The rôle of the narrow and of the mixed ("reduced") vowels in 
modern Turkic languages consists mainly in being only a background 
for the pronunciation of the consonants (which really form the 
word), in being only an additional articulation for certain conso- 
nants,’ and these vowels cannot have an independent phonemic 
rôle in di-and polysyllabie words, with the exception of the final 
position, because in many cases we registered additional (prothetic 
eto.) vowels of perceptibly greater length which were nevertheless 
not perceived by the speakers of the language. And this is why 
renditions of these narrow mixed "reduced" vowels practically and 
sometimes absolutely not existing in the real speech by special letters 
in the orthography of the Turkic languages cannot be justified from 
the scientific as well as from the practical point of view, not to 
speak of the great economy of metal, paper and time. 

The falling out and adding (prothesis, epenthesis, epithesis) of 
vowels represent two sides of one and the same phenomenon, and 
only in certain conditions can they be opposed to each other, 
because what is sporadic adding of a vowel (or falling out of it) in 
one language can be a norm, a standard in another one, cf. Turkmen 
атаба and Tatar arba ‘cart,’ Kaz.-Tat. igattam ‘I heard’ and Baskir, 
Mish.-Tat. (әт — id. etc. Falling out and adding of vowels can be 
separated from one another only from the historical point of view 


22 Besides my works and the works mentioned in note 3, see V. D. Lebedev, 
Momskij govor évenskogo jazyka. Leningrad, 1970. Cand. dissertation. 

з СЕ. Russian palatal consonants: by their articulation the position of the 
tongue approaches that of the vowel $, which, as it is known, formerly was 
pronounced here but then was reduced and fell out. 
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and in this respect an additional vowel usually appeares in words 
borrowed from other languages and is used as a means to avoid 
consonant clusters the incerting of additional vowels decomposes 
the clusters groups and increases the number of syllables in the 
word borrowed: in this way, it is adapted to the phonetic laws of 
the language, into which the word is borrowed. Besides that, some 
consonants usually do not occur in certain positions, e.g. the voiced 
vibrant r — at the absolute beginning in the Turkic languages, and 
that explains the appearance of such forms for the Russian words, 
as Tat. uras ures, arus, orüs < Russ. rus ‘Russian,’ Tat. arajon]/ 
erajon etc. < Russ. rajon ‘region.’ In many dialects the initial 
consonants z, z are voiced only when they are preceded by a vowel 
and therefore we can often find forms like azur ‘big,’ əzir ‘earth,’ 
whereas in the Tatar orthography these words are written without 
an initial vowel. 

The additional vowels are mainly the ‘reduced’ vowels of the 
type 2, 2, 2, 2, less often the narrow u, ü, 2 ete., and the wide vowels 
occur in this function rarely. The position of the additional vowels 
is not restricted: it can be in any syllable of a word. Some exemples 
of the additional vowels in words, borrowed from Russian or used 
in Russian speech of the Turkic informants: (a) in the absolute 
initial: Tat. askol(a) < škola ‘school,’ Kaz. astoldaN (<Russ. stol 
‘table’) ‘from the table,’ Turkm. «stolaN - id.; (b) in the first 
syllable of the word between two (or more) consonants: Tat., Chuv., 
Kaz., Turkm. сока} < Russ. Ckalov (a proper name), g(o)rust — 
Cf. Russ. grus? ‘melancholy’; (c) at the end of the word in the last 
syllable: Tat. pak(ə)t < pakt ‘pact, treaty,’ fak(2)t < fact ‘fact’; 
Kaz., Turkm. puNk(a)t < punkt ‘point’; (d) at the end of the last 
syllable: Tat. karl(a) < Karl ‘Karl’ (a proper пате), paki(a) < 
pakt ‘treaty,’ baNk(a) < bank ‘bank’; (e) between two syllables: 
Tat. sac(?)tannyje — Cf. Russ. soct'onnyje ‘counted,’ mask(e)va — 
Russ. Maskva ‘Moscow’; in many Turkic languages med(o)lenno — 
cf. Russ. m’edl’enna ‘slowly’ etc. The prothetic or epithetic vowel 
added to the Russian prepositions, consisting of one consonant 
(k, v, s eto.) has aÚ, tendency to be retained also in such positions, 
where it is not necessary according to the phonetic laws of the native 
language of the informant. 

The maximum sonorous length of an additional vowel reaches 
8-9 c, e.g. when pronouncing Russian words and word groups by a 
Turkie informant the additional vowel was registered in Tatar - 
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up to 8,0 c —əs golavy (Russ. s galavy) ‘from the head’; in Chuvash — 
5 с ~ g(a)rust (Russ. grust’) ‘melancholy’; in Kazakh - 8,4 с — 
punk(a )t (Russ. punkt) “point, place’; in Turkmen - 6,3 в — g(2)rust 
(Russ. grust’) ‘melancholy’ etc. 


X 
X X 


Some general conclusions 


In the Turkic languages there are 20 vowel phonemes: a, G/e, 
о, б, u, ü, I, i, 9, 9]o, ә, эр, &, @[ё, б, 6, ü, d, T, $ and the following 
phonological oppositions in vocalism: (1) wide — narrow, (2) palatal 
— velar, (3) labial — nonlabial, (4) long — short, (5) mixed — not 
mixed (the latter being a complex opposition, for it is accompanied 
by the quantitative opposition).?* The vowel changes coincide with 
the phonological oppositions. Pharyngalization and nasalization are 
non-phonemie, the glottal stop may be phonemical. There are at 
least four degrees of phonetic and two of phonoemic length of vowels. 
The state of things is similar m the Fenno-Ugric languages.*® Our 
data and especially the distinctive features established by means of 
instrumental and phonologicinvestigations, enable one to reconstract 
the Common Turkic or Preturkic vocalism as having 16 vowels: 
a, ale, u, ü, o, 6, 1,3, à, eje, à, d, б, 6, I, and thus may be corrobo- 
rated by the reconstructions by M. Räsänen, N. N. Poppe, W. W. 
Radloff and K. H. Menges.”® 


33 Ор the existence of the complex distinctive features see the abstract 
of my cand. diss. (1953), pp. 9-11, where ib is said: “In ancient times, as 
well as nowadays the vowels differed according to several features: the 
qualitative as well as the quantitative ones," that “the mixed vowels have 
a tendency to be short” and v.v. “апа this is explaned by the retardation of 
articulation, the tongue being not in time to take the position for the arti- 
culation, pe, of ш” “and as a result of it the position of the tongue appro- 
aches more or less the absolute indifferent position, which differs very 
little from that for the mixed vowels and thus appedts o historically des- 
cending from the short u.” 

25 Our further investigations in 1966-1969 allowed to extend these laws to 
the Altaic group in general. 

2° For typograpical reasons, some signs occurring in the author's trans- 
cription (A) had to be replaced with other signs (R): 


(А) (Е) 
о >= Q 
Š — 9 
ә — 6 

ë 


S — 


MANUSCRITS MONGOLS DE LA COLLECTION 
DU PROFESSEUR J. KOWALEWSKI A VILNIUS 


par 
Y. RINTCHEN 
Oulanbator 


M. le prof. Josef Kowalewski, un eminent mongolisant d’origine 
polonaise et l'un des fondateurs des études mongoles en Russie au 
premiére moitié du xixe siécle collecta pendant ses voyages en 
Sibérie et en Chine beaucoup de livres xylographiques et de divers 
manusorits mongols. Mais une part de riches collections du savant 
périrent pendant une grande incendie à Kazan et le reste avec les 
archives scientifiques du professeur fut brulé en Varsovie par l'ordre 
des fonctionnaires russes du tsar pour lesquels l'éminent savant et 
lardent patriote polonais, l'ami et l'adorateur du grand poète 
national Adam Mickiewicz fut une personne non grata.! Et tous les 
mongolisants postérieurs à Kowalewski étaient convaincus que les 
collections du savant périrent pour la science. Mais tout occasionelle- 
ment j’appris que dans les fonds de la bibliothéque universitaire de 
Vilnius, la capitale de la République Soviétique Socialiste de Lituanie 
il у a quelques manuscrits inconnus de la collection du professeur 
J. Kowalewski qui jadis faisait ses études à l'université de Wilnius. 


En Cracovie la fille du mongolisant polonais Wladislaw Kotwicz 
m'informa qu'en quittant Lwow à la fin de la derniére guerre 
mondiale elle était laissé une part des archives de son pére qui 
établissait la chaise.des études mongoles en Pologne aprés son retour 
de Léningrad en 1924e et que maintenant ils sont conservés dans 
l'Académie des sciences de Lituanie. Les informations m'interessant 
beaucoup je геси grace à l'amabilité de l'Académie des Sciences de 
l'URSS la possibilité de visiter la capitale de Lituanie et d'examiner 
les archives du prof. Kotwiez et les collections de manuscrits du 
prof. Kowalewski. 


1 Dorji Banzarov. Sobranie socinenij. Izdateljstvo akademi nauk SSSR. 
Moscou, 1955, p. 22. 
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A Cracovie et à Vilnius je ne trouvai pas dans les archives du 
prof. Kotwicz aucune mention sur les collections de manuscrits de 
Kowalewski dans la bibliothéque universitaire de Vilnius: le savant 
mongolisant ne supconnait pas sur leur existence. 

Tous les manuscrits du prof. J. Kowalewski dans la bibliothéque 
publique de l'université de Vilnius sont reliés trés soigneusement et 
une part d'eux sont écrites et recopiés en langues européennes — 
allemagne, frangaise et polonaise par le professeur lui-móme. Conte- 
nant des extraits tirés de divers livres et manuscrits de la premiere 
moitié du siècle passé ces manuscrits sont importants pour l'historien 
de la culture polonaise de ce temps. Il y a dans ces manuscrits les 
ceuvres poétiques des écrivains polonais contemporains à Kowa- 
lewski: les vers de Wladyslaw Syrokomla (1823-62) et d'autres 
poètes: Lowiec, Trzy gwiazdki, Dola, Skarbiec zaklety, Grobarz 
etc. Il y a aussi des autres textes concernant la vie culturelle et 
politique de la Pologne de ce temps: Kobieta w Polsce — Femme en 
Pologne, Szlachta w Polsce — Noblesse en Pologne et d'autres essais 
en langue polonaise. 

Parmi les manuscrits polonais du professeur il y a les oeuvres tout 
inconnues et témoignants une grande étendue des intéréts scientifi- 
ques du professeur — 'Dzieje Pañstwa Kazaüskiego — L'histoire du 
royaume de Kazan en 143 pp., Dodatki i objasnienia do dziejow 
mongolskich i tatarskich — Les supplements et les explications à 
l'histoire des Mongols et des Tartars. 

Sous le nom du dietionnaire mongolo-frangaise on a enregistré 
dans la bibliothéque universitaire un grand cahier chinois sur lequel 
le savant écrivit son dictionnaire mandchou-francais. Le papier 
chinois nous témoigne que M. Kowalewski fit le dictionnaire pendant 
son séjour à Peking. Les correspondances frangaises de mots mand- 
chous sont trés précises st aprés plus de cent ans l'oeuvre de Kowa- 
lewski méme aujourd'hui n'a pas perdu son actualité et attend son 
éditeur savant, car en languages européennes on n'a que deux 
dictionnaires de la langue mandchou maintenant déjà morte — 
mandchou-russe et mandchou-allemand. 

L’autre part de la collection du professeur contient les copies des 
manuscrits mongols faites par lui-méme et par les scribes mongols 
de tribus mongols émigrées en Transbaikalie. Les manuscrits tous 
sont écrits sur le papier bleuatre d’origine russe et reliés plus tard, 
probablement, dans la typographie de Kasan en livres d’un format 
de 15: 12,5 cm. 
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Le ductus de plupart de manuscrits a beaucoup de commun avec 
celui des papiers de chancellerie mongole de l'époque d'empereur 
mandchou K'ang-Hi écrits par un calam et conservés maintenant 
dans les Archives d'État à Oulanbator. 

Les auteurs de quelques manuscrits historiques décrivant l'émi- 
gration de leurs clans de la Mongolie du Nord et du Sud ont men- 
tionné au commencement de la narration qu'ils écrivirent en rem- 
plissant la priére du savant Kowalewski, le candidat de l'université 
de Kazan. Les textes de quelques livres ont des titres en langue 
russe écrits par le professeur et un manuscrit des maximes mongols 
а la traduction russe paralléle faite par le copiste mongol qui fut 
probablement un fonctionnaire de l'administration du clan. 

Comme ordinairement plusieurs textes mongols ont à la fin un 
colophone et quelques-uns n'ont pas de titre qui est donne à la fin. 
Dans quelques manuscrits les noms des personnes en langue tibé- 
taine transcrits en écriture mongolee sont donne parallélement en 
caractéres tibétains. | 

Tous les manuscrits mongols de la collection de Kowalewski dans 
la bibliothéque universitaire de Vilnius on peut diviser en deux 
parties: les textes écrits en langue écclésiastique — sudur-un kelen 
et contenant les textes bouddhiques, historiques, medicaux et 
didactiques et ceux en langue littéraire — bitig-ün kelen portant 
beaucoup de dialectismes et contenants les œuvres historiques, 
ethnographiques, folkloriques et chamanistes — les priéres et les 
hymnes aux déités chamanistes du Feu eto. 

Quelques textes traduits du tibétain sont copiés par le professeur 
lui-même et sont reliés en un livre portant le numero 1315. Le savant 
donna en russe tous les noms de textes du livre et je les donnai ici 
aussi en langue russe conservant l'orthographe d'original. Seulement 
manque de quelques caractéres cyrilliqus dans ma machine à écrire 
jai changé d> par «и», «yatj» par «e» et omis «b» à la fin de noms 
masculins suivant l'orthographe contemporaine russe en cyrillique. 

1. Повесть o царевиче Хутала Баяскуланту из Норбу пре- 
нгба, глава 1. 
. Легенда о Шакьямуни будде из Дзанг-луна, глава 1. 
Легенда о раковине. 
Легенда о Саран кубегуне из Норбу пренгба. 
Беседа мирянина о дуще. 
Поучение о сохранении мира и согласия. 
Прения Шакьямуни с шестью философами. 
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8. О возрождении в человека. 
9. Значение пустоты нз Суварна-праба, глава 9. 

10. О свойствах духовного начала. оттуда же, 

11. Сказка, разговорным языком написанная. 

Les autres texts traduits du tibétain ou écrits en langue ecclésia- 
stique <sudur-un kelen sont: 

12. Арага itegel boluysan degedü ilayuysan-u erketü qubilyan dalai 
blam-a-yin gegen-ten-ü šasin amitan-i uduridug¢i endegürel-ece 
qayačaysan-u mayad-i oluysan-u manduysan üy-e todorqai-yi ógüle- 
kü domuy-i tuyulun orosiyulbai: 

Col.: Joyuy-un qurim kiged: biijig kögjim takil-un jerge-niigiid-i 
bayasun ayiladuyad: tóbed manju-yin blam-a-nar noyad sayid-tur: 
Sasin-i Janggiy-a-yi mutur-iyar sayitur janggidcu qayirlaqu teri- 
güten: erten-ü degedüs-ün jokital yosun-i ilerkey-e sayitur üjegülüg- 
sen-nügüd tende quraysan tóbed manju mongyol bügüdeyin nidün 
kiged ócikin-e iledte boluysan-u yosuyar jokical namtar-i bidügün 
baruy-un tedüi bicigsen bolai: 

Om mà ni pad mi hum: 

13. Adi ür-e-yin sudur orosibai. 

Col.: Batuderen Deliy-un bitibe: 

14. Ayay-a tegimlig-ün surtal orosibai: 

15. Bodi sadoyin unal namantil-y-a orosiba: Coytu candan bui: 

16. Boyda getülgegéi Beonkhapa-yin aen yekede tonilyayéi-yi 
üjüyilen talbiysan tuyuji sayitur nomlaysan bügüde-yi quriyaysan 
orosibai:: 

Col.: Erdeni siregetü bandida ёотјі blam-a-yin jarliy-iyar noyan 
Phags-mjodba güsi dgelon Blobsan bsdanbel ber oröiyulbai: 

17. Cayan Dar-a eke-yin tuyuji orosiba: 

18. Cayan Dhar-a eke-yin nomuvyadqal orosiba: 

Dans le texte manuscrit la déesse Tara est nomme Toniljin l'ou-a. 

19. Ciqula kereg-legti tegüs udqatu Sastir orosibai: 

Contient aussi un bref exposé de l'histoire des Mongols commen- 
cant de Gengis. 

Col.: Tegüs tuyuluysan Burqan baysi manu, tengsel ügei arslan-u 
dayun-iyar ters buruyu ongyud-i doroyitayulju bür-ün:: sedkisi ügei 
qamuy amitan-i samayu mayu: abiyas daruqu-yin tula satalal ügei 
nom-un kürdü-yi oréiyulju sayumui-ja: l 

Nirvan-u tvib-dür edüge tere kü boyda-yin ene seblügedetü-yin 
adali yirtinčü-yin düri bayidal kited: temdegtey-e čiqula oyun-i 
geyigülügči udq-a-yi tengsel ügei yeke Mongyol ulus-dur ülemji 
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tusa bolqu-yi sedkijü: uridu bodisung-un sayin tangsuy jarliy-i 
uryumal naran metü geyigsen Sastir-un udqas-i endegürel ügei 
jokiyaju güsi siregetü éorji yayigamsiy Sigemüni-yin Sasin-i mandu- 
yul-un naran metü delgeregülküi-yin tula mayad neretey-e oréiyulun 
Mongyol ulus-a ene buyan-iyar eng olan qamuy amitan-a ege yayéa 
eguri dayurisgaqu minu boltuyai: 

Man gha lam: 

Bavandu: 

Egün-dür endel endegdel bui bógesü degedü yeke merged sigiim- 
jien Jasaqu boltuyai: 

Om ma ni pad me hum: 

20. Dar-a eke-yin maytayal: 

21. Dórben ündüsün doturaéa nomlaqui-yin ündüsün-ü qorin 
qoyaduyar bölüg: 

22. Enedkeg-ün Tabun tegüldür kemekü qayan-u tuyuji orosiba: 

23. Enedkeg-ün Erketü Usun debisker-tü qayan: 

Col.: Osuldumtayai ulusi targayayad: Usun debisker-tü qayan: 
ulus irgen-dür nom yirtiméü qoyar-un tórü-yibayiuyulqui-dur arban 
qoyar seced-lüge ógü-leldügsen yosun tegüsbe: 

24. Gegen toli neretü sudur orosiba: 

25. Turban erdeni-yin qamuy amitan-u nom-un suryulin-dur 
oroyuluysan degedü yoru-yin šastir orosiba: 

26. Itegel. 

Incipit: Aéitu eéege eke kiged oytaryui-yin kijayar-luy-a ваба 
qamuy amitan... 

27. Jimbal dorji nom-un qayan-u suryal jarliy orosibai: 

Incipit: Cinggis boyda-yin ür-e Aru tuyuryatu Qaly-a keletü qan 
qaroóu kümün amitan-u oroi-yin degedü manglai boluysan sir-a-yin 
Sasin-i uduri-dugti Jibjun damba Dara na tä-yin gegen-ü Jarliy-un 
qubilyan-u nom-un qayan-u Jimbal dorji-yin gegen-ü: bodi mór-ün 
jerge-yi amur kilbar olqu-yin egüde mör amitan-u tusa-yin tula: 
suryal jarliy-i targayaju yaryabai: 

28. Kölüng buyir-a-yin nayur usun-u jiq-a-daki ayula metü 
buyan delgeregsen tegüs bayasqulang-i nemen delgeregülügéi tvib- 
ribi dge rgyas dea Idan rgyams glin-ü qambo-aéa Dalai blam-a 
Ban£in rin po che dea Idan siregetü blam-a terigiiten-eée bayulyay- 
san jalbaril namanöilal: 

29. Mergen bandida Keiiken qutuy-tu: Dalai qutuy-tu yin jarliy:: 

M. le prof. Kowalewski l'intitulé en russe «О шаманской Bepe« 
A la fin de cette propagande contre le chamanisme on a donné un 
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supplement dans lequel on mentionna des chamans et des chamanes 
du peuple sauvage de toungouses «tünggüsi gamniyan teyimü jerlig 
ulus». d 

Au colophone on donna le nom de compilateur: Jinadu qar-a-yin 
ayimay-aca jigsigilkii Jim-a yosu egün-i süsüg bisirel-lüge tegüsüg- 
sen Sabi Lubsang perenlai darui-bar amitan-u tusa-yin tulada ene 
пісе keregtei kemen dakin dakin duraduysan-u urmas-tur acitu 
baysi blam-a-dur-iyan jalbariju: Sumati hana ber nayirayulbai:: : :: 

30. Naiman tümen dórben mingyan nom-un yaraly-a-yin sayin 
tülkigür orosibai: 

31. Naiman tümen dórben mingyan nom-un yaraly-a-yin sayin 
tülkigür orosiyulba: 

Col.: Toy-a tomsi ügei nom-un yaraly-a dotur-aéa: tuyuluysan 
bodi sadu Day Бо Ша rje sodnamjaméo tonilqu-yin čimeg kemen 
nereyidügsen Sastir-a¢a tomiyalan edüi tedüiken-i ende bicibe: 

Manggalam: 

32. Nisvanis-un niyur taniyuluy¢i sedkil-ün toli kemekü orosibai : : 

Col. Erdeni bandida siregetü бог blam-a-yin jarliy-iyar noyan 
Phig mjodpa gusi dge slon Lubsang bstan 'phel ber óber-lüge вабаүп 
amitan-i tusalaqu-yin sanay-a-bar or¢iyulbai:: : :: 

33. Nisvanis-un niyur taniyuluyči sedkil-ün toli kemekü orosibai: 

Col.: Om sosti: Aliba jüil tegüsügsen Ga Vina kiged ša,yšabad-un 
jasay arban nigen niyur-tu-yin bütügel-i anu Enedkeg kelen-tür 
orcivuluysan-aóa Sodnam bkrasi dengbo blam-a üjejü Töbed kelen- 
tür or&yulba: Sam baéay-un ¢oy-a-tu ene sudur-i Dayan qan 
mongyol-tur orčiyul kemen basa basa edügülügsen Sumati dalai 
tóbed-ün kelen-eóe mongyol-tur nayirayulba: Qansban jögelen ege- 
sig-tü bicibei: 

Ene sudur qamuy amitan-tu delgerekü buyan degedü erdem-ten 
büü sonji. Cidaqu oyun-i &inege-ber oréiyulba: 

34. Nom-un tülkigür: 

35. Oljei qutuy-un qura bayulyayči bsangs orosibai: 

36. Qutuy-tu kkir ügei aldarsiysan ugayulqui neretü yeke kólgen 
sudur orosiba: 

Col.: Hindkeg ubadini Bodi baysi kiged yeke tokiyalduyuluyéi 
kelemürci or¢iyuluyéi tegün-ü qoyin-a Sasin tórü qoyar-un elen qonin 
jil-e mongyol kitad tóbed yurban-u qoyar yosun-i bariysan óinda- 
mani Ging kiged: ülemji bisirel-tü sačalal ügei buyan-tu: kümün-ü 
erketü: esrün Cakravarid-un qubilyan: nom-un ejen: Altan qayan 
Sasin nom-un jarliy-i ayuda geyigülügói yirtinóü-yin üile-yi tegsi 
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medejü Suyči gota-yin Ratn-a bali baysi-yin yar-ata Ayusi вая 
abuyad tekid Altan qayan-u gegegen-e sonusgaju Mongyol-tur bitin 
delgeregülbei: Tegün-ü qoyin-a qutuytu Dalai blam-a-yin véir-tu 
köl-ün öl-mei-dür sitüjü Ayusi güsi ilegü dutayu-gini Jasabai: Dege- 
ай boydas üjejü erin selbi: Ters üjelten Бай doromjila: Degedüs-tür 
sitüjü: Sudur bolyan Bsod nams bandi be£ibe: 

Le livre a un titre russe: Университетская библиотека. История 
Буддизма. Probablement, le livre présenté jadis à la bibliothéque 
universitaire de Kazan était chez le professeur et aprés l'incendie de 
Ja, ville fut transdonné par lui à l'universite de Vilnius car les types 
sont identiques avec les types d'autres livres du professeur. 

37. Siryuljin-u qayan-u Sastir orosiba. 

Col.: Ayuda siryuljin-u qayan-u éadig-yi delgeregülkü-yin tulada: 
ariyun tile baling tegüsügsen emói blam-a aldal ügegüy-e ariyulju 
orčiyulbai: 

Om ma ni bad mi hum: 

38. Sasin-u čečeg erike kemekü toy-a orosiba: 

Col.: Sajin-u бебек erike tegüsbe: 

39. Tegüs čoytu Coy-iyar acilaysan Coy-un yarqu oron degedü nom 
erdeni ber Enedkeg-un oron-dur yakin delgeregsen yosun-i todor- 
qay-a üjegülügči qamuy küsegsen kereg-ün yaruly-a kelegdekü: 

En deux livres, mais sans fin. 

40. Toyin boluysan erdem-i maytabai: 

41. Une partie de l'eeuvre Bodou-a-tan-u ayimay-un ülemji nom: 
udq-a-yi geyigül-ün üiledügéi jula: üliger-ün nom erdeni éoyéalaysan 
laks-a tayil-buri: 

42. Vinay-a-yin youl dalai-yin jirüken ündüsün sudur-un tayalal-i 
yosu-Gilan bürin-e bariyói tere degedü ber: endegürel ügei nutalay- 
san yayiqam-siytu üliger jirum: olan merged-i bayasqayti Saman- 
tabhadr-a-yin takil-un egülen bui: 

Les histoires — tuyufi: 

43. Arji Burji neretü qayan-u tuuji: 

44. Arji Burji qayan-u tuyuji orosiba: 

45. Endegürel neretü qayan-u tuyuji orosiba: 

46. Enedkeg-ün tabun tegüldür qayan-u tuyuji orosiba: 

47. Gem ügei qotala tegüsügsen Coy-iyar tusa-yi bütügegói qan 
köbegün-ü šadig orosiba: 

48. Geser qayan-u bayatud-un amidurayuluydaysan tuyuji. Sans 
fin. La copie du texte de Gueser finit par les mots: jiryan sayun 
atal-a... 
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49. Jayidang qar-a üker-tü köbegün-ü tuyuji orosiba: 

50. Siditü kegür-ün quuli-aéa biraman-u kóbegün qayan boluysan 
arban yurbaduyar bólüg: 

51. Siditü kegür-ün tuyuji orosiba: 

52. Usiyandari qayan-u tuyuji. Sans titre, mais an commencement 
on donna le nom de Usiyandari qayan: Erte urida Usiyandari qayan 
aylay-a-yin diyan-du yarqu ¢ay-tur-iyan ecige-yuyan qayiratu čayan 
jayan-i bükü yuyilinci-dur öglige ógbe: 

Les autres textes sont écrits en langue littéraire biéig-ün kelen. ou 
en langue des chancelleries de clans qui commenga à*ce temps subir 
l'influence de la langue russe des administrations publiques comme 
nous la témoigne la terminologie officielle empruntée du russe: 


estipnoi düm-e — russe степная дума; 
genere] – russe генерал; 

imparatur — russe император; 

kines — russe князь; 

ostruy — russe острог; 

parokuror — russe прокурор; 
podgorodna ~ russe подгородный; 
sanad — russe сенат 


et l'usage de prenoms du pére en forme de génitif aprés le prenom 
d'une personne abnormal et impropre à la langue mongole: Yumdeliy 
Lomboteren-ü, Batoéeren Deliy-ün tandis que le nom en génitif 
selon les regles de la grammaire mongole doit précéder l'autre nom 
dont il est un déterminatif: Lomboóeren-ü Yumdeliy/Lombotering- 
ün Yumdeliy/Deliy-ün Batoceren etc. Mais dans le texte de manu- 
scrits historiques de la collection nous trouvont l'usage tout normal 
des noms en génitif correspondant aux lois de 1а langue mongole 
écrité et parlée. Et en lisant les manuscrits de la collection du 
professeur Kowalewski nous pouvons constater que la langue ecolé- 
siastique mongole créée pendant les siécles par les savants Mongols 
possedants les langues classiques de leur peuple — le sanskrit et le 
tibétain avaient enrichi non seulement la langue écrite mais aussi 
ennobli et enrichissait la langue parlée du peuple, sans la violer 
par l'absence de l'érudition et de la connaissance scientifique des 
langues comme nous le pouvons voir commencant de manuscrits de 
la collections du professeur Kowalewski copiés par des fonctionnaires 
mongols de l'administration locale en Transbaikalie jusqu'aux tra- 
ductions des ceuvres de Lénine à nos jours. 
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Les contes mongols de la collection ont un grand intérét pour 
les mongolisants et pour les folkloristes mongols non seulement par 
leur langue car la plupart de contes de la collection du professeur 
Kowalewski notées pour lui par un scribe Nasun-u erketü уйт 
maintenant aprés plus d’une centaine d’ans sont complétement 
oubliées. 

Le scribe souvent ne notait pas les noms de contes et au cas de 
manque du nom je donnai le nom du héros mentionné au commence- 
ment de chaque conte. Je les ai énumérée suivant Jeur ordre dans 
les manuscritst en quelques cas j'ai donné le commencement de la 
conte: 

53. Erkin sayin er-e. 

Incipit: Erte nigen óay-dur Erkin sayin ere gegói yabuysan 
ajiyu: Turban alda bey-e-tei l'uryaldai jegerde mori-tai, aru ógedü 
jalaqu arban tümen adayu-tai: Ober ógede jalaqu üi tümen adayu- 
tai: Turban qatun-tai. 

54. Doluyodoi neretu kóbegün-ü tuyuji orosiba: 

Incipit: Erte nigen ¢ay-tur ere yayóa tórügsen Doluyodoi kóbe- 
gün gegti yabuysan ajiyu: 

55. Uran taysi. 

Incipit: Uran taysi kemegäi: uran ary-a-du kóbegün-tai bui: 

Kömüi bayan gegäi-yin yaday-a jaruéa sayuday aji: 

56. Boruldai ebügen. 

Incipit: Erte nigen ¢ay-du nige Boruldai ebügen gejü yabuba: 
Tere sayin boro mori, mayu boru mori-qoyar-tai, абёп boru qoni- 
tal aysan aji: 

57. Yendebei Gecen qayan. 

Incipit: Erte nigen ¢ay-dur yeke дат-а mori-du Yendebei teten 
neretü qayan bólüge: 

58. Yerentei qayan. 

Incipit: Вајат erte éay-tu Yerentei neretü qayan: ugayan bilig-tü 
nigen bolüge: 

59. Kitarau biljuuqai quluyan-a qoyar. 

Incipit: Erte Cay-tur kitarau biljuuqai quluyan-a goyayula qamtu 
yabuysan bólüge: 

60. Kebei mergen. 

Incipit: Erte nigen ¢ay-dur Dayandoi-yin kóbegün Kebei mergen 
geli yabuysan ajiyu: Naran Saran доуаг kóbegün-tai aji: Altan 
sibsigür eke-tei: Mónggün sibsigür qatun-tai: 

61. l'urban kóbegün. 
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Incipit: Erte nigen Gay-dur ecige-yin yurban köbegün yabuysan 
aji: 

62. Aljaqai alay nuyusu. 

Incipit: Erte nigen čay-dur Aljaqai alay nuyusu geju yabuysan 
aji: 

‚ А la fin des contes on donna le nom du scribe: Egiin-i bitigsen 

Nasun-u erketü včir bolai: 

63. Anjudai ebügen: Erte urida Angjudai neretü ebügen-ü üliger 
bolai. 

64. Balar oda Cojogan kóbegün kemegči-yin üliger bolai: 

Les autres textes historiques, ethnographiques, les prières chama- 
nistes, les descriptions de voyages en. Tibet et en Kalmoukie sont: 

65. Arakin-u Sastir orosibai: 

Incipit: Om ma ni bad mi hum hari ati qutuy boltuyai: 

Erte urida &ay-dur erketü tngri-yin kóbegün sutu boyda Cinggis 
qayan erkin yeke küéütü ere tórügsen qan ejen ter boyda man-u... 

66. Aphorismes et maximes avec la traduction russe faite par le 
scribe qui copia le texte pour le professeur Kowalewski. Voici deux 
maximes de ce texte bilingual: 


Dayisun-u dergede amuray-i büü mayta: 

Inay-un dergede dayisun-i Бай niyu:: 

При Bparax не хвали дружественного человека, 

a при дружестве He утаивай врага. 

Arosolan kédüi-ber kióütü bolbaéu yal-ada sotiday: 

Kümün kedüi-ber sayin. bolbaéu пісе yayuman-a gengdedeg:: 
Лев сколько бы не был силен, однакож боится; 

Человек сколько бы ни был хорош, однакож в чем нибудч 
ошнсается. 


67. Buriyad üsüb-ün debter: 
68. Cinggis boyda-yin suryal-un Jarliy-un dam bayulyaysan debter: 
Comme les exemples des aphorismes de Gengis je donnai quelques 
un: 
Sumun-u mósün kedüi-ber siduryu bógesü: oni бай ügei bolbasu 
qarbuju ülü boluyu: 

Kümün kedüi-ber sayin törübesü: suryayuli-ača бЪег-е secen ülü 
boluyu:: 

Er-e kümün bey-e-ben ed-iyer 6Cimegsen-eóe erdem-iyer Cimegsen 

deger-e:: 

Ondir ayula-yin kótül jori: 
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Orgen dalai-yin olum jori:: 

Qola kemen büü sedki: yabubasu kürüyu: 

Kündü kemen Бай Cökü: ergübesü dayayu:: 

` Omuy kücün-i targayaju: 

Olan ary-a-bar bariysan-u tula: 

Olan-u ejen bolqu bui-ja:: 

Ary-a bilig-i medebesü: 

Aliba kücüten-i erke-dür oroyulqu gele:: 

Ary-a bilig-i ese medebesü: 

Alayan-daki bariysan-iyan toytayyquy-a berke bolai:: 

Bey-e bike bögesü yayta-yi ilayu: 

Sedkil böke bögesü: olan-i ilayu:: 

Col.: Jayarvardi neretü gayan-u üliger quuli bayiyuluysan Sastir 
tegüsbe: 

69. Description d’un voyage de pandita khanpo lama au Tibet 
écrite spécialement pour le procureur de Senat André Zakomskoi. 

Incipit: Om sosoti: Sanad juryan-u parokorur general Andari 
Aligsai-ba-yiti kines Jagomaküi/Zakomski ou Zakomskoi ?/:Buriyad 
bügüde-yin blam-a: Selingge-yin medel-ün Ciigel otoy-un diputad 
bandida mkhambo Töbed oron-a ociqu Cay-dur jabsar-dur yabuysan 
qola oyir-a aysan ulus-un Jang yosu biéijü ógtügei geje kereglegsen 
tula bicibei:: 

À la fin de la description du voyage on donna le nom de scribe 
Samdan et la date - le 21 jour de la dernière lune d'hiver du 1775*. 

70. Erküü muji-yin Degedü tide ostroy-un Selengge-yin estipnoi 
düm-e-yin medel-ün buriyad mongyol Jiryuyan Eöige-yin uy-un 
tobéi bidig: Aqalayéi tayisä Yümdiliy Lomboterin-ü qabsurayulun 
bitibei:: Nige mingy-a naiman jayun yucin yurban on-u ginvar sar- 
a-yin arban-u edüre imparatur-un Qazangska-yin üniberistid-ün 
noyan kangditad Osab Migayilobidi teden-e bariba:: 

Cette histoire de Six Clans fut écrite spécialement pour le prof. 
Kowalewski en. janvier du 1833e et contient aussi des légendes sur la 
grande chamane Asouikhan, l'aieule de Six Clans et leur Génie 
Protectrice. 

71. Tal-un burqand takiqu-yin üliger nomlaysan ugayan-u toli 
kemekü neretü sudur orosiba: 

72. l'al-un irügel-ün sudur kemekü orosiba:: 

Dorji Banzarow, I'éléve du prof. Kowalewski, mentionna dans son 
ceuvre 'La Foi Noire ou chamanisme parmi les Mongols’ mentionna 
qu’écrivant son œuvre il n'avait que six manuscrits chamanistes 
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dont les deux lui étaient procurés par le professeur Kowalewski. 
Banzarow donna les noms abrégés des manuscrits de Kowalewski — 
l'al-un burgan takiqu sudur et l'al-un irügel qui correspondent aux 
Tal-un burgan-i takiqu-yin üliger nomlaysan ugayan-u toli kemekü 
neretü sudur orosiba et Га-ип irügel-ün sudur kemekü orosiba.? 
Maintenant nous savons que ces deux manuscrits de Kowalewski 
sont conserves dans les fonds de manuscrits de la bibliotheque 
universitaire & Vilnius. 

73. Histoire d’émigration des clans mongols Atagan, Kataguin, 
Achibagate, Sartoul et Tsongol de la Mongolie du Nord et du Sud en 
Transbaikalie écrite spécialement pour le professeur Kowalewski. 

74. Qoyar kümün-ü uruy boluléan aqu-yin jim-a yosu bolai:: 

75. Qoyar kümün keger-e yajar ayuljaqu-dayan keleléekü inu:: 

76. Sayin mayun gatun-u tuyuji: 

Col. Ulus ulusi tedkün asarayéi Oyirod ulusi-yin ejen Rdorji 
rabdan kiged A yuh kä-yin jarliy-iyar: olan kümün sonusqu-tu 
sayin bolqu-yin tula übe-yin eke-yi üsüg-nuyud-dai qolbon uridu 
yori oyun-i cinegeber bandida, čhos rje kemekü sanag-san-i buyan- 
iyar éolige-yin ejen-nügüd selte-yin nasun buyan kesig delgerekü 
boltuyai sarva mam gha lam:: 

77. Sutu boyda Cinggis qayan-u ... 

Incipit: Erte urida ¢ay-tur: erketü tngri-yin köbegün erkin yeke 
eres-ün küčütü er-e törügsen: sutu boyda Chinggis qayan: boyda 
törügsen qan ejen manu: Börtegeljin sečen qatun-iyan abqu-yin 
törü-yin yisün örlüg tabun tayisi terigülen yerü tabun öngge: 
dörben qari yeke ulus-iyan quriyaju qurimlayad qayan qatun-dur 
Süldes-ün Toryan Sir-a ógülerün: 

Col.: Yisün örlügüd-ün esergü tesergü kelelčegsen üges-i erten-ü 
yeke tüüke bolyan sitüjü egün-i dayun-tur abubai:: : :: 

Batučeren Deliy-un bičibe: | 

78. Tasurqai kijayar-tur jaruysan yabudal-i temdeglegsen bitig:: 

Le manuscrit contient les notes d’envoyé mandchou à Ayuka, le 
khan des Kalmouks et fut traduit de mandchou en mongol. Je me 
souviens que je vis un manuscrit mongol de ce voyage dans la 
bibliothèque héréditaire de Touchetou khan en 1928» et M. Batou- 
otcir, le membre de l'académie des lettres mongoles me disait que le 
vieux manuscrit mandchou se conservait dans la bibliothèque de 
Sayin Noyan khan Namnansouroung mais les tresors de grandes 
bibliothèques de ces deux khans périrent en 1930. 

2 Op. cit. p. 50. 
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Le manuscrit de la collection du prof. Kowalewski fut copié en 
Transbaikalie et nous témoigne que l'oeuvre de l'envoyé mandchou 
en sa version mongole était bien connue parmi les Mongols en Russie 
du xixe siècle. M. Kowalewski écrit sur son manuserit Монгольская 
библиотека. Путешествие Тулишеня. Путевой дневник 1717 roga 
китайского посланника Тулишеня к калмыцкому хану Аюике 
через Монголию и Россию./ Перевод dpozosa./L'indication du nom 
de Frolov concerne la traduction russe. 

79. Un manuscrit sans nom, copié par le professeur Kowalewski 
lui meme. А la fin on donna le nom de l'oeuvre: Qad-un ündüsün 
quriyangyui Altan Tob¢i neretü sudur. 

Il y resterent encore quelques livres de la collection du prof. 
Kowalewski, mais supposant que je pusse faire mes connaissances 
avec les archives du professeur Kotwitez et avec la collection de 
Kowalewski en trois jours je reservais la place dans le train Vilnius 
Moscou au soir de troisiéme jour. Au soir de mon depart je travillais 
dans la bibliothéque universitaire jusqu'à huit heures mais il y 
resterent encore un nombre quelqonque des manuscrits dont je 
n'eus plus de temps de voir. Et quittant la capitale de Lituanie ou je 
trouvai les manuscrits préciéux de la collection toute inconnue du 
prof. Kowalewski je fus trés reconnaissant à l'universite lituanien 
qui méme aux jours orageaux de la derniére guerre mondiale con- 
serva l'héritage scientifique de son eléve. Et en écrivant ces lignes 
j espére que les collections uniques du professeur Kowalewski appel- 
lent sur soi l'attention de mes collégues savants. 


THE MONGOLS AND THE DELHI 
SULTANATE IN THE REIGN OF MUHAMMAD 
TUGHLUQ (1325—1351) 


As is well known, the period in which the Mongols exerted their 
greatest pressure upon the independent Muslim power in northern 
India fell during the early years of the Khilji dynasty (689/1290— 
720/1320). The reign of sultan ‘Ala’ al-din (695/1296-716/1316), 
especially, witnessed a series of Mongol invasions from the Chaghatai 
khanate in Central Asia, in the course of which the enemy twice 
reached the outskirts of Delhi. After about 706/1307, however, the 
Mongol threat suddenly receded; and only on one occasion sub- 
sequently does it appear to. have attained to the same proportions. 
Early in the reign of Muhammad Tughlug (725/1325-752/1351), the 
Chaghatai khan Tarmashirin led an incursion from Mäwarä’ al-nahr 
in which the Mongol forces once again advanced to the Jumna but 
retired without actually entering the capital. Thereafter, Hindüstän 
was free of major inroads from this quarter for another sixty years 
or more, until the sack of Delhi by Timür in 801/1398. 

Unlike the invasions of the Khilji era, Muhammad's dealings with 
the Mongols have not been subjected to detailed investigation.! The 
aim of this paper is to show whether Muhammad Tughluq may be 
said to have had a “Mongol policy" in any sense, to examine his 
relations with the Chaghatai Mongols (and, incidentally, with their 
cousins in Iran and China), and thereby — it is hoped — to elucidate 
in some degree the internal history of Central Asia during the 
second quarter of the fourteenth century. 


1 On the earlier Mongol inroads, vide K. S. Lal, “History of the Khaljis, 
A.D. 1290—1320," 2nd ed. Calcutta 1967, pp. 131-52; also D. Pal, '''Ala' 
-ud-Din Khilji’s Mongol Policy," IC X XI (1947), рр. 255-63, & U. N. Ray, 
“The North-West Frontier under the Khalji Sultans of Delhi," THQ XXXIX 
(1963), pp. 98-108. 
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When Muhammad succeeded his father Ghiyäs al-din Tughluq, the 
situation on the northwestern frontier was still one of sporadic 
hostilities. Barani tells us that Ghiyäs al-din himself, as warden of 
the marches at Dédpalpir prior to his accession, had conducted 
annual raids into the Mongol borderlands.? According to the same 
historian, the Mongols had not threatened the empire again before 
the end of the reign of Qutb al-din Khilji (716/1316—720/1320),? 
but the earliest raid of which he makes specific mention occurred 
shortly after the victorious Deccan campaign of 722/1322.* A more 
detailed account of this invasion is to be found in the epic Futih 
al-salatin of залит, who says that the Mongols formed two com- 
panies, each of which was defeated in turn by Gurshäsp, the sultan's 
lieutenant at Samana. The names of their commanders are given as 
Shir, Zakariyä, Hindu and Orus: of these, Shir was killed in the 
field, while Zakariya was captured and taken to Delhi in triumph.® 

Not long after his accession, Muhammad led a punitive expedition 
into Mongol-occupied territory.* The sultan himself halted at Lahore, 
but the main force moved ahead and took Kalänaur and Peshawar 
(Farashvar), where the khutba was read in Muhammad’s name. 
After pushing beyond, however, into the waste regions of Afghanis- 
tan, the Delhi troops were obliged to retire owing to lack of fodder, 
and it is uncertain whether the campaign achieved any permanent 
results. In fact, it doubtless provoked the next Mongol invasion, 
led this time not by minor chieftains but by the Chaghatai khan in 
person. 


II 


Tarmashirin's invasion of Hindüstàn has been the subject of some 
controversy. Mahdi Husain has advanced the thesis? that the 


з Tärikh-i Firüzshäht, ed. S. A. Khan, Calcutta 1860-2, pp. 322: 20-323: 6. 
Cf. also Amir Khusrau, Ваза’ а1-19аг, lithog. ed. Lucknow 1876, vol. IV, 
pp. 144-56, where there is reference to an expedition by the sultan's forces 
in which Ghazna was taken and the khutba there read in ‘Ala’ al-din's name. 

з Türikh-i Firüzshahi, pp. 322: 15-20 & 323: 6—10. 

4 Ibid., p. 450: 13-16. 

5 Futüh al-salatin, ed. A. М. Husain, Agra 1938, pp. 394-8; ed. A. S. Usha, 
Madras 1948, pp. 404—9. 

6 Futüh al-salätin, ed. Husain, рр. 410-1; ed. Usha, pp. 423-4. 

7 А.М. Husain, “The Rise and Fall of Muhammad bin Tughluq,” London 
1938, pp. 100-8; “Tughluq Dynasty," Calcutta 1963, pp. 119-43. 


120 P. JACKSON 


Chaghatai khan's campaign, which is attested alike by authors | 
writing in India and Ivan, never took place: his sole evidence for 
this is Barani’s total silence concerning the invasion, together with 
a number of allegedly cryptic remarks made by that author, and 
an Incidental reference in Ibn Battüta to the friendly relations which 
had existed between the two sovereigns. Husain’s view has not 
found favour with later historians, but his evidence has not been 
exposed to any detailed analysis.® It will be seen that one of the 
twin pillars of his argument is very shaky indeed, since we possess 
an earlier recension of Barani’s work in which the invasion is in 
fact mentioned. To this I shall return shortly. First I should like to 
examine our other sources, and to establish on what points they are 
agreed. 

Of the Indian authorities, the first to mention Tarmashirin’s 
campaign is ‘Isami, writing in 750/1349-50. According to his 
account,? the Chaghatai khan was routed in the vicinity of Meerut 
(Mirat) by a detachment under Yüsuf Bughra:!° only on receipt of 
this news did the sultan advance from his headquarters at Siri as 
far as Thänesar, but then contented himself with forwarding troops 
who pursued the enemy to the banks of the Indus. Later chroniclers 
— contrary to Husain’s statement (“Tughluq Dynasty,” p. 123) - 
do not seem to have followed ‘Isämi to any appreciable extent. 
Rather would it be true to say that the pattern was set by the 
fifteenth century writer Yahya b. Ahmad al-Sirindi,H who says that 
Tarmashirin advanced as far as the river Jumna (tà konära-yi ab) 
but then retired immediately (hamchonàn): when the Mongols had 
recrossed the Indus, Muhammad moved in pursuit as far as Kalä- 
naur, whence he himself returned to Delhi, leaving some of his 
generals to continue the chase.12 This version was followed in the 
8 Cf. К. C. Majumdar m Chapter ТУ of “The Delhi Sultanate,” Bombay 1960, 
pp. 70-1; M. Aziz Ahmad in “Mongol Pressure in an Alien Land,” CAJ VI 
(1961), pp. 188-9. S. Moinul Haq, “Barani’s history of the Tughluas. II. 
Sultan Muhammad bin Tughluq," JPHS УП (1959), pp. 85-7, accepts 
Husain’s thesis without question. 

° Putüh al-salätin, ed. Husain, pp. 444-7; ed. Usha, pp. 462-6. 

1^ ‘Yusuf Bughrä is known from other sources. Barani (p. 454: 9) lists him 
among Muhammad’s maliks, and he is mentioned by Ibn Battute (tr. H. A. R. 
Gibb, “The Travels of Ibn Battüta A.D. 1825-1354,” vol. TIT, Cambridge 
1971, pp. 665, 667 & 696-7). He was killed near Kanbäyat during Taghai’s 
rebellion (Barani, р. 517: 20f.). 

1 On the spelling of this nisba, cf. C. A. Storey, “Persian Literature: а bio- 


bibliographical survey," vol. I, part 1, London 1927-39, p. 512 & note 1 ibid. 
1 Tärikh-t Mubärakshähi, ed. S. M. H. Husain, Calcutta 1931, p. 101. 
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next century by Hajji al-dabir, author of a history of Gujarat in 
АгаЪ1с,13 and by Buda’uni,™ practically word for word. 
Tarmashirin's invasion of Hindüstän is mentioned also by Iranian 
authors writing in the fifteenth century. When Timür appeared 
before Meerut m 801/1399, its commanders were inspired to resist 
partly by the memory of Tarmashirin’s unsuccessful attempt on the 
fortress over seventy years previously. For this fact we are fortunate- 
ly not dependent on Timür’s memoirs (the Malfüzät-ı Timirt), which 
are of doubtful authentieity.!° Their author apparently derived 
his information from the diary of Timür’s Hindüstän campaign, 
written by Ghiyà$ al-din “Ali Yazdi in the first years of the fifteenth 
century!$ and followed by both Nizàm-i Shami?’ and Sharaf al-din 
“АЕ Yazdi.!® The lastnamed gives in addition a brief account of 
Tarmashirin's invasion in the prologue to the Zajar-ndma, composed 
six years before the main work, in 822/1419. It reads as follows :!? 


Gathering an army, he (Tarmashirin) moved on Hindüstän, and 
advanced as far as the borders (dar) of Delhi. When his vietorious host 
appeared before Delhi, the ruler (vàli) of Delhi sent out several choice 
articles as presents (pishkash), with a number of the nobles and grandees. 
Thence he departed, and having attacked Gujarat in turn he retired safe 
and sound to his own ulus. 


Sharaf al-din is the first author to mention an incursion into 
Gujarat, and it was on his narrative that the writer of the Shajarat 
al-airak based his account in the middle of the century, amplifying 
it, however, with the pillage specifically of Somnath and Surat.?° 
It is indeed possible that the introduction of Gujarat into Tarma- 


1з Zafar al-wälih bi-muzaffar wa ай, ed. Sir E. D. Ross, “Am Arabie History 
of Gujarat," vol. ITI, London 1928, p. 865. 

M Muntakhab al-tawärikh, ed. M. A. ‘Ali, vol. I, Calcutta 1868, pp. 227—8. 

15 Storey, “Persian Literature," vol. I, part 1, p. 280 Yet cf. Husain, 
“Tughluq Dynasty," p. 580. 

16 Rüz-näma-yi ghazavat-- Hindüstän, tr. A. A. Semenov, '"Dnyevnik 
pokhoda Timura v Indiyu,” Moscow 1958, р. 129. On Ghiyäs al-din, vide 
W. Hinz, “Quellenstudien zur Geschichte der Timuriden," ZDMG n. Е. XV 
(1936), pp. 358-9. 

17 Ed. Е. Tauer, “Histoire des conquêtes de Tamerlan intitulée Zafarnäma 
par Nizämuddin Sami avec des additions empruntées au Zubdatu-t-tawärih-i 
Baysunguri de Hafiz-i Abrü," Prague 1987—56, text vol. I, p. 194. 

15 Zafar-näma, ed. M. M. Tlahdad, Calcutta 1885-8, vol. П, p. 129. 

18 Zafar-näma, muqaddima, MSS British Museum, Add. 6538, foll. 99r: 
19-99v: 3, & Add. 18406, fol. 65v: ЗЕ. 

з Tr. Miles, “The Shajrat ul-atrak, or genealogical tree of the Turks and 
Tatars,” London 1838, р. 371; quoted in Husain, “Tughluq Dynasty," p. 130. 
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shirin's campaign 18 an error. Such а detour figures in no other 
independent authority, and it may be either that the Timürid 
chronicler misread his souree or that some place of the same name 
is involved.21 

Moreover, the Chaghatai khan’s invasion is referred to in the 
limürid sources at another point also. When Timür reached the 
confluence of the Jhelum and the Chenàb on his march towards 
Delhi, during muharram 801/October 1398, he crossed the latter 
river by means of constructing a bridge. At this juncture, Ghiyas 
al-din says:?2 

No hand, however energetic, could have achieved this. As far as 
concerns earlier princes, not one of them had proved able to ford this 


deep river, with the exception of the emperor Tarmashirin, who did cross 
it, though without constructing a bridge. 


This detail is omitted in the corresponding section of Nizäm-i 
Shämi’s work,23 but Sharaf al-din refers to Tarmashirin’s exploit at 
this point in his.own narrative.?* 

Let us now turn to Barani. It would certainly be anne had the 
author of the Tarikh-i Firüzshäht made no mention of Tarmashirin’s 
invasion, not least because На] al-dabir twice quotes Barani’s 
testimony on this particular head during his own account.*® It is 
true that in the version which is contained in the majority of 
manuscripts and which is most readily available in the Calcutta 
edition, Barani does not refer to the attack at any point; and the 
probable reason for this will be suggested later.2* Nevertheless, there 
. does exist at least one manuscript of an earlier recension of Barani's 
work, written two years before, in about 756/1355.27 Here Tarma- 
shirin’s invasion is described briefly :28 


31 There is, for example, a locality named Gujrat in the Punjab, lying 9 
miles west of the Chenäb river (32° 35’ N., 74° 06’ E.). Legend has it that it 
was destroyed in 1303, however, and rebuilt only under Akbar; Sir A. 
Cunningham, “The Ancient Geography of India,” London 1871, p. 179. The 
Timürid account of Tarmashirin’s attack on Gujarat is reproduced by the 
Indian historian Firishta (lithog. ed. Bombay 1831-2, vol. I, p. 238: 11-13). 

2? Tr. Semenov, '"Dnyevnik pokhoda Timura у Indiyu,” pp. 83-4. 

з Ed. Tauer, “Histoire des conquêtes de Tamerlan,” text vol. I, р. 179: 
2—5. 

*  Zajar-nüma, vol. II, p. 58: 4ff. 

35 Ed. Ross, “An Arabic History of Gujarat," vol. TIT, p. 865: 14, 22; 
Barani is here referred to simply by his lagab of Ziy? al-din. 

28 Vide infra, section VI. 

3? Bodleian MS, Elliot 353 (Ethé's Catalogue, no. 173, col. 98, reads “253” 
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After the citizens (of Delhi) had been despatched to Daulatäbäd, he 
(Muhammad) remained in the city for two years. During this time Tarma- 
shirin invaded Hindistan with numerous troops and advanced into the 
Döäb (tà miyän-i dó ab). Sultan Muhammad too gathered many forces. 
In this emergency the amirsand nobles of Lakhnauti sought to depart and 
return to their own territory and stir up rebellion . . .29 And he (Tarma- 
shirin) withdrew with his army to Tirmid. 


This version appears in a slightly expanded form in the T'arikh-i 
Muhammadi of Muhammad Bihämadkhäni, who wrote about 842] 
1438-9. In his account it is stated explicitly that Tarmashirin 
advanced to the Jumna, but the seditious behaviour of the Bengali 
amirs is omitted.30 

Husain’s alarm (“Tughluq Dynasty,” p. 131) at discrepancies 
among the various sources as to the route taken by the invaders is 
unnecessary. ‘Isimi, Yahy& b. Ahmad, and Bihämadkhäni are all 
agreed in making Tarmashirin reach the Jumna. Yahyä’s statement 
that the Mongol army plundered Lahore, Sämäna, Indri, and the 
territory as far as the borders of Budäön?! need not mean that 
Tarmashirin's path lay through all these districts. It implies simply 
that during his march he sent out raiding parties; and in this respect 
Häjji al-dabir’s account, based on the Tärikh-i Mubärakshäht, 
provides an exegesis (intashara ‘askaruhu fi jihat Lühür wa Budä’un 
wa Sàmàánah).?? Again, there is no substantial disagreement over 


in error). The differences between this recension and the Calcutta edition are 
most noticeable in regard to the reigns of the three Tughluq sultans, the 
Bodleian MS containing rather more dates and more precise chronological data 
as a whole. The last year mentioned is 755 (fol. 229г: 7f.), and on fol. 281у. 
it is stated that Firüz Shah has been ruling for four years (cf. the Calcutta 
edition, p. 602: 3, where the corresponding number is six; also p. 23: 1f., 18). 
I take it that this MS is similar to that in the private possession of Mr. Simon 
Digby, who utilised it for his ““War-horse and Elephant in the Dehli sultanate: 
a study of military supplies,” Oxford-Karachi 1971 (cf. especially the biblio- 
graphy, p. 83, & index under ‘Ta’rikh-i Ferozshahi of Barani’). 

з MS Elliot 353, fol. 192r: 13-19. 

?? A line may well be omitted here. The text reads: 9*, which is incom- 
prehensible. 

39 Tärikh-t Muhammadi, MS British Museum, Or. 137, foll. 400r: 11-400v: 
3. On Bihämadkhäni, vide C. Rieu, “Catalogue of the Persian Manuscripts 
in the British Museum," vol. I, London 1879, pp. 84-6, & P. Hardy, “Тһе 
Tarikh-i-Muhammadi by Muhammad Bihamad Khani," in “Essays presented 
to Sir Jadunath Sarkar,” Hoshiarpur 1958, pp. 181-90. 

1 Tärikhi Mubärakshähi, p. 101: 9f. 

з “Ар Arabic History of Gujarat," vol. IIT, p. 865: 18. 


* Ав to the foreign languages please see page 157. 


124 P. JACKSON 


the final stages of the campaign. ‘Isimi makes it clear that the 
sultan and his main force did not actually engage the Mongols, and 
both Yahya and На]! al-dabir state explicitly that Muhammad 
began the pursuit only when the enemy had recrossed the Indus. 
The sources diverge, it is true, on the question as to how far the 
sultan in person advanced in the wake of the retreating Mongol 
army: ‘Isami says that he halted at Thinesar, Yahya that he moved 
as far as the borders of Kalanaur.** Yet Muhammad's route becomes 
problematical only if Yahya is treated as a quite independent 
authority; in fact we may suspect him of synthesising two distinct 
episodes.?* He very possibly gleaned the reference to Kalänaur from 
‘Isimi’s account of the sultan's earlier expedition, and assumed 
without question that this fell after the Mongol invasion rather than 
preceded it.35 The sole contribution by Yahya which is in the full 
sense original is his mention of the enfeoffment of Mujir al-din Abü 
Rijä with Kalànaur: this information is to be traced in none of the 
earlier writers.?9 


з Futüh al-salatin, ed. Husain, р. 446: 19ff.; ed. Usha, p. 465: 12ff. T'arikh-4 
Mubärak-shähi, p. 101: 12f. Thänesar (29° 59’ N., 76° 49' E.) lies on the 
Saraswati, about 100 miles due north of Delhi. Kalänaur (32° 01’ N., 75° 13’ 
E.), not far from the left bank of the Каут, is in the Gurdaspur district, north- 
east of Lahore. 

ss ‘Yahya does this in at least one other connection. He is the first author to 
date Muhammad’s ill-fated Qarächil expedition (cf. section V, infra) in 738/ 
1337-8, presumably through identifying it with the campaign in which 
Nagarkot was taken: the date of this latter campaign is given as 738 in a 
chronogram by the poet Badr-i Chachi (tr. in Elliot & Dowson, “History of 
Indis," vol. ПІ, London 1871, p. 570). For a discussion of these two episodes, 
vide Husain, “Tughluq Dynasty," рр. 178-84. 

Yahyä’s chronology for the latter half of Muhammad’s reign, where we are 
able to check it against the mass of data in Ibn Battüta, is particularly 
unreliable. Many errors were pointed out by Sir Wolseley Haig: "Five 
Questions in the History of the Tughluq Dynasty of Dihli," JRAS (1922), 
section iv: “Chronology of the Reign of Muhammad Tughluq,” pp. 336-65. 
Budä’uni regularly adopts Yahyä’s dating. The seventeenth century author 
Firishta (tr. J. Briggs, “History of the rise of the Mahomedan power in 
Indie," revised ed., 4 vols., Calcutta 1908—10) does likewise, though carelessly 
on occasions (cf. Husain, "Tughluq Dynasty," p. 217, on the revolt of Baha’ 
al-din Gurshäsp). Sometimes, however, in deviating from it he has his own 
reasons, as in the case of Tarmashirin’s invasion, which he seeks to put 
before the sultan’s selection of Daulatäbäd as the second capital m 727/1327 
(Husain, op. cit., p. 124). 

35 Husain (“Tughluq Dynasty," р. 202) makes the same assumption. 

36 Марг al-din is known from other sources. Не is mentioned by Barani 
in the list of Muhammad’s maliks (Z'arikh-i Firüzshähi, p. 454: 10, with> 
for in error). According to ‘Isami (Futüh al-salatin, ed. Husain, р. 413; ed. 
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It appears, therefore, that the invasion took place in 729 or 730, 
since Barani has previously placed the selection of Daulatäbäd as 
the second capital in 727/1327.37 Yahya b. Ahmad in turn gives the 
year 729 for Tarmashirin's attack, and is followed by Buda’uni.*® 
That the Chaghatai khan seized his opportunity when the city was 
thus partly denuded of defenders, as both Bihämadkhäni and Häjji 
al-dabir suggest,” is highly probable, for in earlier reigns the Mongols 
had been swift to take advantage of such critical situations in the 
capital? and on this present occasion Muhammad's own invasion 
of the Peshäwar region had afforded them the additional motive of 
revenge. 

Tarmashirin's invasion of Hindüstan must clearly be accepted as 
a fact. The testimony of ‘Isami alone among contemporary authors 
might well have seemed insufficient, since ‘Isimi had moved from 
Delhi to Daulatäbäd two years prior to the attack and was never in 
the north again. Barani’s evidence, however, must carry more 


Usha, p. 427) and Ibn Battüta (tr. Gibb, vol. III, p. 710), he took part in the 
campaign against the rebel Gurshäsp early in the reign. Later he was com- 
mander of Bayäna, 120 miles south of Delhi (C. Defrémery & B. R. Sanguinetti, 
“Voyages d’Ibn Batoutah,” Paris 1853-8, vol. IV, p. 5), whence he came to 
help suppress the rebellion of ‘Am al-mulk (Futah al-salätin, ed. Husain, 
p. 453; ed. Usha, p. 473). On his death, vide ‘Afif, Tärikh-i Firüzshähi, ed. 
M. V. Husain, Calcutta 1888-91, pp. 451-3. 

3: MS Elliot 353, fol. 190v:16f. The later recension (Calcutta ed., pp. 478—5) 
contains no date. In the Bodleian MS, Barani states (fol. 192r: 2ff.) that the 
transfer of population did not oecur until after the suppression of Kishlü 
Khan's revolt, which he has dated (fol. 191v: 7f.) “towards the end of that 
year," i.e. of 727. Hence Bihämadkhäni (MS Or. 137, fol. 400r: 11f.) places 
Tarmashirin's campaign “two or three" years later. On the respective 
positions of Delhi and Daulatäbäd under Muhammad Tughlug, vide Husain, 
“Tughluq Dynasty," рр. 144-73. 

зз Tärikh-i Mubärakshähi, p. 101: 7. Muntakhab al-tawärikh, vol. І, p. 227: 
19. 

з MS Or. 137, loc. cit. “An Arabic History of Gujarat," р. 865: 15f. 

40 Notably in 703/1303-4, when ‘Ala’ al-din had been engaged in the Chitor 
campaign, and Taraghai, the lieutenant of Tarmashirin’s elder brother 
Qutlugh Khwaja, had advanced as far as the Jumna, only to be thwarted 
by the sultan’s powerful entrenchments at Siri; cf. Lal, “History of the 
Khaljis," pp. 140-2, for references. 

т In the Futüh al-salätin (ed. Husain, pp. 431ff.; ed. Usha, pp. 447ff.), 
‘Isämi describes the journey south in the company of his aged grandfather, 
who died en route. Even so, he is at some points remarkably well informed: 
in calling Tarmashirin the brother of Qutlugh Khwaja, he gives the relation- 
ship quite correctly, in spite of Husain's remarks to the contrary (“Tughluq 
Dynasty," p. 123); ef. Mu‘izz al-ansäb, MS Bibliothéque Nationale, Апо. 
Fonds Persan 67, fol. 32. 
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weight. He appears to have been resident in this part of Muhammad’s 
dominions throughout, and entered the sultan’s own service only a 
few years later.** His reference to the invasion undermines the 
credibility of Husain’s second line of argument (“Tughlug Dynasty," 
p. 140), namely that Tarmashirin may have visited India to seek 
Muhammad's help after his defeat by the Persian Mongols in 726/ 
1326.33 A diplomatie triumph of this sort could not have gone 
unnoticed, and would hardly have passed into history as an invasion. 
It is far more likely that his reverse at the hands of the Ilkhan's 
forces prompted Tarmashirin to turn his attention towards the Delhi 
sultanate, and this is what the cireumstantial evidence of the Iranian 
sources suggests. In 728/1328 the Ilkhän’s court was notified of 
troop movements in the Chaghatayid borderlands, and took steps 
to meet an invasion which does not seem in fact to have material- 
ised :44 we may assume, from the chronology; that this alarm was 
oceasioned by the preparations for Tarmashirin's Indian campaign. 

Having as far as possible established the course of Tarmashirin’s 
invasion,4® we are confronted with two problems: (1) Why does 
Barani suppress any mention of it in the second recension of the 
Tärikh-ı Firüzshäht?t And (2) why does Ibn Battüta, far from 
referring to it, describe the relations between the Chaghatai khan 
and the Delhi sultan in terms of "friendship and the exchange of 
letters and gifts" 248 


^ He says that he was in Muhammad’s service for 17 years (Türikh-i 
Firüzshäht, p. 504: 16ff.), i.e. presumably from about 734/1333-4. 

43 On the invasion of the Ghaznin by the Ilkhän’s general Hasan b. Choban, 
vide B. Spuler, “Die Mongolen in Iran," 2nd ed. Berlin 1955, p. 123; also 
Tärikh-t Guzida, ed. E. G. Browne, Leyden-London 1910, р. 607, on which 
the accounts quoted by Spuler are ultimately based. 

4 Zail-i Jami‘ al-tawärikh, MS British Museum, Or. 2885, fol. 416r: 19ff.; 
Häfiz-i Abrü, ed. K. Bayani, text vol. I, Tehran 1939/1317s., p. 140. 

є There remains admittedly the conflicting testimony of Sharaf al-din, 
who says that the sultan bribed Tarmashirin to depart, and. of the Indian 
historians, in whose accounts we nowhere read of such a capitulation. On 
balance, the latter would seem more trustworthy: Sharaf al-din wrote some 
eighty years after the event, and Barani and ‘Isami at least were contemporar- 
ies of Muhammad. Moreover, had the sultan behaved in such a craven fashion, 
it is inconceivable that ‘Isämi especially, as a bitter enemy of Muhammad’s 
and a supporter of his rival Hasan Gangü (founder of the Bahmanid dynasty), 
should not have mentioned it. 

4€ Tr. Gibb, vol. ИТ, р. 562. 
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JII 


Let us first examine the background to Muhammad’s policy towards 
the Mongols. Ibn Battüta supplies ample evidence of the way in 
which the sultan’s generosity had become proverbial throughout 
western Ásia.*" We may note in particular the following statement :?? 

The king of India ... makes a practice of honouring strangers and 
showing affection to them and singling them out for governorships or 


high dignities of state. The majority of his courtiers, palace officials, 
ministers of state, judges, and relatives by marriage are foreigners .. . 


Nor was this influx confined to the civil administration. The army 
likewise contained a large proportion of foreigners, among whom 
‘Umari mentions Turks, “natives of Khità," and Persians,’ while 
Ibn Battüta himself refers more than once to “the amirs of Khura- 
sän.” 50 

Muhammad’s actions were not directed simply at acquiring an 
unrivalled reputation for munificence. That this was a matter of 
deliberate poliey is confirmed by his method of welcoming visitors 
to his empire. An elaborate intelligence-network furnished the 
sultan with detailed information on all newcomers, 51 and immigrants 
from “Khuräsän’ were obliged to sign a contract engaging them 
not to depart immediately.5? The sultan was most reluctant to give 
any foreigner permission to depart, Pi and severe penalties were 
inflicted on those who attempted to leave without his authorisation.5* 
Nevertheless, many did come in the hope of making a quick profit 
and of then departing at once, among them the notables presented 
to Muhammad at the same time as Ibn Battüuta.55 


17 Ор. cit, vol. П, Cambridge 1962, pp. 311-3 (where his remarks refer 
to the year 748/1347; cf. note 118 on p. 306); vol. ПІ, p. 671. ‘Umari too 
comments on Muhammad’s generosity: tr. E. Quatremére, “Notice de 
l'ouvrage qui a pour titre ‘Mesalek alabsar fi memalek alamsar' ", in “Notices 
et Extraits des Manuscrits de la Bibliothéque du Roi," vol. XTII, Paris 1838, 
part 1, рр. 194-7; ed. O. Spies, “Ibn Fadlallah al-‘Omari’s Bericht über 
Indien in seinem Werke usw.," Leipzig 1943, text pp. 23: 18—25: 18, trans. 
pp. 49—51 

а Tr. Gibb, vol. III, p. 595. 

4 Tr. Quatremére, p. 180; ed. Spies, text p. 13: 2, trans. p. 38. 

56 Tr. Gibb, vol. IIT, pp. 721 & 723. 

ы Thid., pp. 569 & 595. 

52 Ibid., p. 607. On the significance of the term “Khurasin,” vide page 9, 
infra. 

53 Ор. cit., vol. I, Cambridge 1958, p. 263. 

54 Op. cit., vol. ИТ, р. 706 (Tüghän al-Farghüni) & pp. 728-9 (Amir Bakht). 
55 Ibid., p. 745: "Everyone was silent at first, for what they were wanting 
was to gain riches and return to their countries.” 
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It is clear, from at least one remark by Ibn Battüta,5 that this 
policy aroused considerable opposition among the native aristocracy. 
Barani too criticises Muhammad’s openhandedness — especially to 
foreigners — as leading to the impoverishment of the treasury.5? 
Subsequently, he again singles out this policy for mention among 
the sultan’s wasteful projects, linking it specifically with his design 
of conquering Khuräsän and 'Iráq.*? 


IV 


The Khuräsän project is surrounded by much obscurity. Husain 
(“Tughluq Dynasty," pp. 138-43) sees it as undertaken by Muham- 
mad at the instigation of Tarmashirin, and as directed against their 
common enemy, the Ilkhan. He notes that ‘Isimi makes no reference 
to the project, and assumes in consequence that the poet simply 
attributed the enormous levy required for Khuräsän to the need 
to repel the Chaghatayid offensive. He further rejects (op. cit., 
p. 180) the connection made by Barani with the ill-fated Qarachil 
expedition, which we shall examine shortly. Yet it is clear that 
Husain's unreadiness to accept the factual character of Tarmashirin's 
invasion has obliged him to entertain certain misconceptions about 
the Khuräsän enterprise also. 

It should first be noticed that the Indian Muslims were remarkably 
vague in their use of the name Khuräsän. Ibn Battüta observes that 
“all foreigners are called by them Khurasanians,’’®® and the tend- 
ency was still current in the era of Babar, almost two centuries 
later. ®° In its narrowest application the term seems to have embraced 
a considerable area west and north-west of the Indus: it was thus 
capable of including both the dominions of the [khan (that is, the 
territory properly called Khuräsän in the Iranian sources) and the 
possessions of the Chaghatayids in what is now northern Afghanistan, 


55 Ту, Gibb, vol. ПІ, pp. 721-2: “The amirs of Khuräsän and the foreigners 
were in the greatest fear of this rebel (‘Ain al-mulk), because he was an 
Indian, and the people of India hold the foreigners in hatred because of the 
Sultan’s favouritism for them.” 

57 Tärikh-i Firtizshahi, рр. 461: 10-462: 13. 

58 Ibid., р. 476: 13 ff. 

ә Tr. Gibb, vol. ПІ, р. 664. 

0 Cf. A. S. Beveridge, “The Bäbur-näma in English," London 1921-2, 
vol. I, p. 202: “Just as ‘Arabs call every place outside ‘Arab (Arabia), ‘Ajara, 
so Hindüstänis call every place outside Hindüstáàn, Khuräsän.” 
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centred on Ghazna.* Authors writing later than Barani are quite 
misleading, since they use the designation for the Chaghatai khanate . 
itself: so it is that Yahya b. Ahmad and Budä’uni both describe the 
Chaghatai khan as “emperor of Khurasan.”’ 9? 

Muhammad’s ambitions, therefore, may have been directed against 
either Iran or the Chaghatai khanate. Husain, in asserting that the 
Ilkhän’s territories were the objective, claims that Muhammad and 
Tarmashirin were united by their Sunni antipathy towards the 
Shi‘ite regime established by the Ilkhan Oljeitii (703/1304-716/ 
1316). But this is quite groundless, as since the accession of Oljeitü's 
son Abii Said there had been a return to orthodox Islam in Iran. 9 
We may in fact discern in the first few decades of the fourteenth 
century a steady growth in cordial relations between the Ilkhäns 
and the sultans of Delhi. Vassäf describes how Öljeitü had sent an 
embassy to "AIS al-din Khilji, demanding the homage which his 
predecessors had allegedly paid to the Mongol Qa’ans of the thir- 
teenth century, and how "AIS al-din had responded by executing the 
envoys.* A letter from Oljeitii’s celebrated minister Rashid al-din 
to his son Khwaja Ibrahim, governor of Shiraz, refers to an expedition 
by the Tlkhàn's forces m which Lahore was taken and the province 
of Sind pillaged.°° This may well have been in reprisal for ‘Ala’ al- 
din’s action, but no other source mentions the campaign, and the 


81 So Ibn Battüta refers incidentally (tr. Gibb, vol. III, p. 621) to “the city 
of Ghazna, in the province of Khurüsün." Gibb’s statement (ibid., note 104 
on p. 682) that Ghazna was at this time a dependency of Herat is ill-founded, 
since we have read previously (p. 589) that Tarmashirin’s amir Boroldai 
(Buruntaih) had his lieutenants in the city. ‘Umari too makes it a Chaghatayid 
dependency: tr. Quatremére, op. cit., pp. 232-5; ed. Klaus Lech, “Das 
Mongolische Weltreich: Al-‘Umari’s Darstellung der mongolischen Reiche 
in seinem Werk usw.," Wiesbaden 1968, text pp. 36: 8f., 37: 4f., & 38: 8f., 
trans. pp. 115, 116, & 117. 

8 Tärikh-i Mubürakshühi, p. 101: 8 & p. 117: 9£.; Muntakhab al-tawärikh, 
vol. I, p. 227: 20 & p. 240 :10. 

$3 Spuler, “Die Mongolen in Iran," 2nd ed., p. 191; A. Bausani in Chapter 
VII, “Cambridge History of Iran,” vol. V, Cambridge 1968, р. 543. Ibn 
Battüta (tr. Gibb, vol. IT, pp. 302-4) relates that before his death Öljeitü had 
abandoned “the doctrine of the Räfidis” and reverted to Sunnism; but cf. 
Gibb's note 113 ibid. 

D Tajziyat al-amsür wa tajziyat al-a'sar, lithog. ed. Bombay 1853, р. 528: 
11ff. The embassy is dated (ibid., line 9) about the same time as the sultan's 
Ma‘bar expedition, i.e. about 710/1310-1. 

65 Mukätibät-i Rashidi (no. 52); ed. M. Shafi‘, Lahore 1947, pp 323-5; 
tr. A. I. Ета, “Rashid ad-Din: Perepiska," Moscow 1971, pp. 346-8. 
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authenticity of the letter is suspect.*9* We are told in the Mujmal-i 
Fastht that an embassy from Muhammad arrived at Abū Sa‘id’s 
court in shawwäl 728/August-September 1328: on its return to 
India it was accompanied by the ПЕһап'з own envoy, Sayyid 
‘Azad al-din.®? According to ‘Umari, № was hoped at court that 
‘Azad al-din (whom he calls ‘Azad, son of the qšdi of Yezd) would 
be executed on his arrival in Delhi, but Muhammad treated him 
with great esteem, sending him back with gifts for Abū Dad ep 
Subsequently the sultan despatched another mission to Iran, but 
when it arrived the [khan was already dead. *® 

It is, on the whole, unlikely that Muhammad contemplated an 
invasion of Iran during the reign of Ара Sa'id, when the Ikhan’s 
power was still considerable. The civil wars which succeeded that 
monarch's death in 7306/1335 admittedly offered greater opportuni- 
ties, and for a brief space the sultan was host to Hajji Ke'ün, а 


66 Tbrühim was executed with his father in 718/1318, at the age of sixteen. 
Falina (op. cit., note 1 on p. 428) therefore dates the letter in the last years of 
Óljeitü's reign or in the first two years of Abii Sa‘id. This is supported by the 
fact that another of Rashid’s sons, Jalal al-din, who is mentioned in the text 
as commanding the troops of Вата, was appointed sdhzb-divan there only 
‘in 716/1316 ( Hafiz-i Abrü, ed. Bayani, text vol. I, р. 73; Aqsara'1, Musämarat 
al-akhbür, ed. O. Turan, Ankara 1944, p. 313, reports the appointment, but 
with no exact date), having previously governed ‘Iraq since 713/1313-4 
(Kashani, Tärikh-i Üljawü Sultan, ed. M. Hambly, Tehran 1969/1348s., 
pp. 154 & 196). However, it appears that Rashid had two sons named 
Ibrahim (contrary to the list in “Isläm Ansiklopedisi,” vol. IX, Istanbul 
1964, p. 708b): in the Mujmal-i Fasihi (ed. M. Farrukh, Meshhed 1960/1339s., 
p. 44) the death is reported, on 8 shawwäl 734/12 June 1334, of ‘Imad al- 
millat wa’l-din ‘Abd al-mu'min b. Ibrahim b. Khwaja Rashid al-din Fazl- 
allah, who was born on 17 sha‘ban 703/25 March 1304, and whose father can 
therefore scarcely have been a youth in 718. 

But Ibn Zarküb, in his Shöräz-näma, composed in 744/1343-4, makes no 
mention of Khwaja Ibrahim as governor (9) of Shiraz in these years, when the 
entire province of Fars was in the control of Shaikh Jamal al-din ‘Arab and 
his sons (ed. B. Karimi, Tehran 1931/1310s., pp. 73-5); cf. also Kashani, ed. 
Hambly, рр. 156-68. 

On the authenticity of many of Rashid’s letters, vide Reuben Levy, “The 
Letters of Rashid al-Din Fadgl-Allàh," JRAS (1940), pp. 74-8. 

87 Mujmal-i Fasihi, ed. Farrukh, pp. 39-40; Aziz Ahmad, “Mongol Pressure 
in an Alien Land,” p. 189. 

вз Tr. Quatremére, pp. 193-4; ed. Spies, text р. 22: 12ff., trans. pp. 48-9. 
Barani (Tarikh-t Firüzshähi, p. 461: 17) mentions Muhammad's generosity 
to one Sayyid ‘Azad al-daulat: the lagab varies as between different MSS, 
and in the first recension (MS Elliot 353, fol. 188r) itis given as ‘Azad al-mulk. 

9? "Tr. Quatremére, р. 187: ed. Spies, text p. 17: 14#., trans. p. 43. Its 
purpose was to distribute & million tamgas throughout the holy places of 
‘Iraq. 
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brother of the khan Müsä.’° Nevertheless, had there been any 
question of military support, we might expect some reference to 
the fact from Ibn Battüta, who was at court during Häjji’s visit ;7 
whereas the Moroccan traveller nowhere mentions the Khurasan 
project. Nor, finally, is there evidence for the coalition to which 
Husain refers (“Tughluq Dynasty," р. 177) between Muhammad, 
Tarmashirin and Al-Nasir of Egypt."? Indeed, Al-Näsir’s treaty 
with Abü Sa‘id in 720/1320 had inaugurated a new phase in the 
relations between the Egyptian Mamlüks and the Mongols of Iran.”® 
Although the Delhi sultan maintained diplomatic contacts with 
Cairo, these were concerned primarily with his recognition of the 
puppet ‘Abbasid Caliph: the sources give no hint that they were 
directed against the khan.’ 


70 Gibb, “The Travels of Ibn Battüta,” vol. ITT, pp. 677-9. Hajji is unknown 
from other sources, and does not appear in the Mw‘tzz al-ansab (MS Ancien 
Fonds Persan 67, fol. 63r.). A few years before, in about 733/1332-3, Nizam 
al-din, a scion of the dispossessed ruling house of Fars (supra, note 66, 
had sought Muhammad’s aid in recovering Qais, but to no avail; J. Aubin, 
“Les princes d'Ormuz du XIIIe au X Ve siècle,” JA CCXLI (1953), p. 105, 
quoting Shabankara’i’s Majma‘ al-ansäb. 

71 Tr. Gibb, vol. ПІ, pp. 663 & 678. 

72 Mufaddal (Nah; al-shadid, MS Bibl. Nat., Ancien Fonds Arabe 619/ 
Slane no. 4525, fol. 238r: 9-13) describes Termashirin (°) as being on friendly 
terms (f) with Al-Nasir (though sub anno 741). Abü Sa‘id himself has been 
similarly described, however, in a number of places, beginning sub anno 724 
(fol. 198г: 7£.). 

з The terms are quoted by Maqrizi: Al-sulük li-ma'rifat duwal al-mulük, 
ed. M. M. Ziada, vol. II, part 1, Cairo 1941, pp. 209: 19-210: 2. Although not 
ratified until 723/1323 (ibid., pp. 242: 11-16 & 245-6), the treaty had by 
then already affected Al-Nüsir's alliance with the Ilkhän’s principal enemies, 
the Mongols of Russia: cf. Spuler, “Die Goldene Horde," 2nd ed. Wiesbaden 
1965, рр. 94-5; S. Zakirov, ““Diplomaticheskiye otnosheniya Zolotoy Ordy в 
Egiptom (XII-XIV vv.)," Moscow 1966, pp. 82ff. 

^ Maqrizi (Al-sulük, vol. П, part 2, Cairo 1942, p. 333: 3f.) reports the 
arrival of envoys from “the king of Al-Hind" in Sha'ban 731/May—June 1331 
(cf. also K. V. Zetterstéen, “Beiträge zur Geschichte der Mamlükensultane in 
den Jahren 690—741 der Нібга,” Leyden 1919, text р. 183: 20f.): their mission 
concerned Baghdad. This must be the initial enquiry about the fate of the 
‘Abbasids to which Barani refers (p. 491: 18ff.), though erroneously dating it 
after Muhammad's move to Sargadvüri, i.e. towards the end of the decade. 
According to Mufaddal (fol. 215г: 2-6) & previous envoy from Al-Hind had 
been arrested and murdered by Al-Mujähid ‘Ali, the Rasülid ruler of the 
Yemen: in retaliation Al-Nasir threw Al-Mujähid’s own emissaries into 
prison in 730 (Maqrizi, p. 322: 19#., gives the date as 19 shawwäl/5 August 
1330). Some details of this incident are found in "Umari's Al-ta‘rif bi i-mustalah 
al-sharif (ed. Cairo 1894, p. 49: 14ff.); whence the account in Ibn Hajar al- 
‘Asqalani’s biographical dictionary Al-durar al-kamamat (ed. Hyderabad 1929-- 
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It appears, therefore, that the project was aimed at the dominions 
of the Chaghatayids. To the hypothesis that Mubammad's purpose 
was to aid Tarmashirin's son, who took refuge with him on his 
father’s overthrow,?5 a similar objection may be raised аз. in the 
case of НА] Ke'ün, namely that Ibn Battüta is totally silent on 
this count. We must assume either that the project was both mooted 
and abandoned during the traveller's absence from court, or that 
it was already a thing of the past when he arrived in India. Of these 
two alternatives, the latter is the more probable."9 Moreover, a date 
prior to 734/1338 is supported by Barani, who asserts that part of 
the levy intended for Khuräsän was sent to the Qarachil mountains. "7 


32, vol. ПІ, pp. 460: 18—461: 4; trans. Husain in '"Tughluq Dynasty," 
Appendix E, pp. 610-1). Mufaddal reports a further embassy from Delhi in 
737 (MS Ancien Fonds Arabe 619, fol. 229v: 16; cf. Tiesenhausen, ‘Sbornik 
materialov otnosyashchikhsya k istorii Zolotoy Ordy,” vol. I, St Petersburg 
1884, text p. 187 (with year in error)kk, trans. p. 199). S. Y. Labib ("Handels- 
geschichte Ägyptens im Spätmittelalter (1171-1517)," Wiesbaden 1965, pp. 
70-1) asserts that Muhammad tried unsuccessfully to incite the Mamlüks 
against the Ilkhän: of the two authorities he quotes, the passages from the 
Subh al-a‘sha of Qalqashandi do not apply, being concerned only with 
Egyptian-Persian relations, while this section of Ibn ‚Shäkir’s ‘Uyün al- 
tawärikh appears to exist only in the Cairo MS, and is therefore unfortunately 
inaccessible to me. 

75 Gibb, vol. IIT, pp. 562 & 564. His name is given as Bashai, but the 
Mu‘izz al-ansäb (fol. 32r.) reads®, suggesting Bashaitai — "man of the Pashai” 
(on which area cf. Gibb’s note 197 on p. 587). Tarmashirin’s death is dated 
735/1334-5 by Ibn Hajar (Al-durar al-kdminat, vol. I, p. 517: 5) and by 
Maqrizi (Al-sulük, vol. U, part 2, p. 389: 10ff.), of whom the former clearly 
derived his information from the vast biographical lexicon of Al-Safadi 
(died 764/1363): Al-wäfi bi'l-wafayát, MS British Museum, Add. 23357, fol. 
83v. The dates 728 and 729 generally given in the Timtirid histories are of 
course quite erroneous. 

76 Ibn Battüta remained in Delhi when Muhammad left for Ma‘bar in 735 
(tr. Gibb, vol. III, p. 716), and seems to have rejoined. him only on his return 
from the south (p. 663) two and a half years later (p. 719). He did not accom- 
pany Muhammad to Sargadvüri, but joined him there some time before the 
rebellion of ‘Ain al-mulk (pp. 720 & 765). During neither of these two periods 
of absence from the court could such a vast levy of troops ~ 370, 000, according, 
to Barani (p. 477: 8) ~ conceivably have been implemented without Ibn 
Battüta’s knowledge, if at all. In the earlier recension (MS Elliot 353, fol. 
201v: 8ff.) Baran: had given the figure as 470,000. Husain plausibly connects 
the Doab rising (cf. Gibb, vol. ПІ, p. 617 & note 87 ibid., & Barani, pp. 479— 
80) with the disbandment of this vast force: “Tughluq Dynasty," pp. 191 & 
233—42. Vide also Muhammad b. Mubarak (Mir-i khwurd), Siyar al-auliya’, 
lithog. ed. Delhi 1885, p. 271: 12ff., where the Khuräsän project is by 
implication placed soon after the move to Daulatäbäd. 

U Tärikh-i Firüzshähi, р. 477: 15f. (b), 20f. (1). On the approximate date of 
the Qarüchil expedition, of. Husain, op. cit., note 4 on pp. 179-80, & Gibb, 
vol. TIT, note 13 on p. 713. 
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Barani further implies that the Qarächil manoeuvre was designed 
to facilitate the invasion of Khuräsän :78 


It oceurred to Sultan Muhammad that since the preliminaries (pishni- 
hädhä) for the conquest of Khuräsän and Mäwarä’ al-nahr had been 
effected (dar kar shoda ast), the Qarächil mountains, which lay on the 
direct route (dar r&áh-inazdik) (ав) a boundary and a screen between the 
empire of India and the empire of China, should be subjected to the 
banner of Islam, so that the route of entry of horses and of the march of 
troops (räh-i dar ämad-i asp va raftan-i lashgar) should be rendered 
easy. 


There are two points to be noted here. Firstly the mention of China 
is quite incidental, and serves merely to clarify the location of the 
mountain range in question: nevertheless, it misled Firishta into 
believing that Muhammad planned the conquest of China.?® And in 
the second place, Barani is speaking no longer of “Khuräsän and 
‘Iräg,” but of “Khuräsän and Mäwarä’ al-nahr’’; in other words, 
the Ghaznin and the territory beyond the Ámüya - the Chaghatai 
khanate. In his earlier recension, Barani is more specific: here he 
refers to the object of Muhammad’s ambitions as “the bala-dast 
country" (agälim-i раја dast), a term signifying the Central Asian 
regions which were a major source of choice mounts for the Delhi 
army.*? In view of the final clause in the passage quoted above, the 
safeguarding of this trade may well have been an important factor 
in Muhammad’s projected military operations in the north-west. 


y 


Barani is admittedly alone in thus linking the Qar&chil campaign 
with the Khuräsän project. Not only do Ibn Battüta and ‘Isämi 
make no reference to Muhammad's designs on the trans-Indus 
regions, but Yahya b. Ahmad and Bud&' uni, who otherwise follow 


7 Märikh-i Firüzshäht, MS British Museum, Or. 2039, fol. 236v: 1—4. I 
have used the MS in preference to the Calcutta edition (p. 477: 16-20), which 
is here slightly defective. 

з Lithog. ed. Bombay, vol. І, p. 240: 6; tr. Briggs, vol. I, p. 416. Such a 
false impression is only perpetuated by translations of the above passage 
like that given by Moinul Haq (‘‘Barani’s history of the Tughluqs," JPHS 
VII, p. 87): “. .. and as the Qaräjil mountain intervened and obstructed the 
shorter route between the countries of Hind and China ..." 

MS Elliot 353, fol. 201v: 1ff: i Cf. also fol. 200r: 16 (X). On the “bala-dast” 
regions and the horse trade, vide Digby, “War-horse and Elephant,” pp. 
34—6 et passim. 


* 
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Barani in narrating the disasters of the reign, omit here any mention 
of Khuräsän.®! Even Firishta, dwelling at some length on the 
Khuräsän expedition,® fails to connect it with the Qarächil cam- 
paign. Such a connection, however, is by no means as unlikely as 
Husain (“Tughluq Dynasty," рр. 180ff.) suggests. Had the Delhi 
forces moved through Lahore in the direction of Kalànaur and 
Peshawar, so following the route taken in Muhammad’s earlier 
offensive against the Mongols, then a considerable extent of Hindu- 
occupied mountainous territory would have lain on their right 
flank, which the ill-fated Qarachil manoeuvre could have been 
intended at least to secure. | 
The precise geographical objective of the Qarachil expedition has 
been much debated.9?? Husain identifies Qarächil with the Kumaon- 
Gahrwal region, and — on the grounds of a statement by Ibn Battüta 
— places Sambhal in Rohilkhand (eighty miles east of Delhi) on the 
route of the expedition. It should be noticed, however, that in the 
passage in question?* Ibn Battüta nowhere associates the sack of 
Sambhal by Muhammad’s forces with the Qarachil campaign, and 
it is far more likely to have occurred during the expedition of 738/ 
1337—8.85 We have, therefore, no exact indication as to the goal of 
the Qarächil enterprise or the route taken.86 Notwithstanding, a 
1 Tarikh-- Mubaürakshah?, pp. 113-6. Muniakhab al-tawärikh, vol. I, pp. 
281—8. 
582 Lithog. ed., vol. I, рр. 239-40; tr. Briggs, vol. I, p. 414. His details are 
from Barani. 
зз Cf. S. Н. Hodivala, “Studies in Indo-Muslim history," Bombay 1939, 
рр. 294-5 and 382-3; Husain, “Tughluq Dynasty,” pp. 178-84; Aziz Ahmad, 
“Mongol Pressure,” CAJ VI, pp. 189-90; Gibb, vol. III, note 13 on p. 713. 
There is nothing to support Husain’s identification (note 2 on p. 178) of 
Qarächil with Al-Birüni's Kularjak, which Stein (“Kalhana’s Rajatarangini: 
a chronicle of the kings of Kasmir,’’ Westminster 1900, vol. П, pp. 297-9) 
believed to be the Tatakuti peak in Kashmir (33° 45' N., 74? 33' Е.). 
84 Tr. Defrémery & Sanguinetti, vol. IV, p. 2 (text pp. 1-2). Yule (“Cathay 
and the Way Thither,’’ revised ed. Н. Cordier, vol. IV, London 1916, note 4 
on pp. 17-8) was the first to identify Ibn Battüta’s Samhal (!) with Sambhal 
(28° 35' N., 78? 34' E.). 
85 This campaign, which is described briefly and with no date by Barani 
(pp. 483-4), is generally assumed to have included the capture of Nagarkot 
(ef. supra, note 34). If the sack of Sambhal did indeed provoke an 
embassy from China in 742/1341—2, as Ibn Battüte claims (tr. Gibb, vol. 
III, pp. 766—7; Defrémery & Sangninetti, vol. IV, pp. 1—2), then it almost 
certainly occurred at this point rather than during the Qarachil expedition. 
86 Ibn Battüta (tr. Gibb, vol. ПІ, pp. 713-4) mentions only two towns, 
named Jidya and Warangal (Defrémery & Sanguinetti, vol. III, text pp. 


325-6: m). Both are otherwise unknown, and the second is suspect, since 16 is the 
name of the capital of Telingana (Tiling) in southern India. Neither ‘Isami 
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number of factors suggest that the territory which the sultan’s 
generals invaded with some initial success but which ultimately 
defied them was in fact Kashmir.?? 

Ibn Battüta describes Qarächil as “a great range of mountains 
extending for a distance of three months’ journey, and ten days’ 
journey from Dihli,"55 from which it is clear that the Himalayas 
are in question. But his next remark — that “its Sultan is one of the 
most powerful sultans of the infidels?” — indicates that he has in 
mind a particular principality. Since it does not appear from the 
Moroccan traveller’s account of his stay in India that he was ever 
near the Himalayas, we may reasonably suppose that the details 
concerning Qarächil which he gives at various points in his narrative 
are derived principally from survivors of the expedition. That these 
details are somewhat scanty is explicable on two grounds: the 
Qarachil enterprise was over a few years before his arrival in India, 
and its disastrous nature very probably made it a dangerous topic 
of conversation in an empire whose ruler was well served by spies 
and informants. 

Ibn Battüta's reference to gold mines m the Qarachilrange puzzled 
both Gibb and Husain, and did so no less in view of his simultaneous 
mention of poisonous grasses on account of which the water coming 
down from the mountains was unfit to drink.® There are topo- 
graphical inaccuracies at this juncture in the account, since Amróha, 
which is described as lying near the river Sarjü (Särü), is situated 
in fact not far from the Ganges;?? and this error — along with the 


(ed. Husain, pp. 447-9; ed. Usha, pp. 466-8) nor Barani (Tärikh-i Firüzshähi, 
pp. 477-8) names any specific locality. The account in Barani's first recension 
(MS Elliot 383, foll. 193r: 18-193v: 1) is extremely brief. 

?* Aziz Ahmad ("Mongol Pressure," pp. 189-90) similarly assumes that 
Kashmir lay on the projected route of the expedition, but does not develop 
this idea. His identification of Qarächil with the Qaraqorum range, south of 
Kashgharia, is, however, dubious, and he erroneously makes this campaign 
and that of 738 twin pincers of the same attack. 

88 Tr. Gibb, vol. ПІ, p. 713. 

88 Gibb, vol. П, р. 274, & vol. ПІ, pp. 762-3 & note 35 ibid. Husain, “The 
Rehla of Ibn Battüta," Baroda 1953 (Gaekwad’s Oriental Series CX XII), 
note 5 on p. 145. 

9 Assuming, of course, that Ibn Battüta’s Amrühä, or Hazär Amrühä, is 
identical with Amröha in the Morädäbäd district (28° 54' N., 78? 14' E.), 
as Husain suggests (“The Rehla,” note 6 on p. 144). The Sarjü rises in 
western Nepal, whereas the source of the Ganges lies in the Gahrwäl region. 
Elsewhere (tr. Gibb, vol. ПТ, p. 726) Ibn Battüta locates the town of Bahraich 
on the Sürü, quite correctly (though Gibb himself, in note 27 ibid., places it 


on the Ganges). 
f 
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bizarre data on the Qarüchil mountains — might tempt us to dismiss 
the passages in question altogether, but for the fact that they find 
an echo in other authors. ‘Umari too refers to gold mines in the 
Qarächil range, although his account of the mountains is brief and 
confused.?! It is in the form of gold dust, however, that the metal has 
been more commonly obtained in northern India, a fact which is 
noticed even by Classical writers. In the Muslim era Abu'l-fazl 
‘Allami, writing towards the end of the sixteenth century, relates 
how gold dust is found in the environs of Ayodhya (Awadh) at 
times of recent inundation of the Gogra, the Sarjü, and other 
neighbouring rivers.?? But it is with respect to the western Himalayas 
that we most frequently find in other sources details which are 
reminiscent of Ibn Battüta's observations concerning Qarächil. 
Although Kashmir itself possesses no gold deposits, those of Ladakh 
to the east are well known.” Abu'l-fazl alludes to gold-washing in 
the river-beds of Gilgit and Pakli (the present-day Hazara district, 
west of Kashmir),?5 and Mirzä Haidar Dughlat, who spent ten years 
in Kashmir in the middle of the sixteenth century, describes gold- 
beating as one of the country's industries.?® In this connection 
Ibn Battuta's own reference not simply to treasure but also to 
precious metals (ma’ädin) among the booty initially secured by the 
Delhi forces in Qarächil may be more significant than it at first 
appears.?” Even his poisonous grasses occur elsewhere: Sharaf al-din 


sı Ба. Spies, text p. 5: 5ff., trans. р. 23. ‘Umari locates the Qarüchil range 
in the south of the empire (ibid., text p. 7: 15ff., trans. p. 29). 
э: Strabo, XV, 57:... фцом ó Меүасдётс̧, Ar of rotapol xoavaqépotev d'iryuo. 


хрособ . . .; 69: . . . Aéouot (Ivot) ... bhyuartá te урособ orbe тоос 
тотоцоос. Pliny, XXXIII, 66: Aurum invenitur ... fluminum ramentis, ut 
. Gange Indiae... 


эз A’in-i Akbari, vol. IT, tr. H. S. Jarrett, Calcutta 1891, p. 171. 

% They are mentioned in the Tärikh-i Rashidi of Mirza Haider Dughlat 
(tr. N. Elias & E. D. Ross, “А History of the Moghuls of Central Asia,” 
new ed. London 1898, pp. 411-2). Cf. also Sir A. Cunningham, “Ladák: 
physical, statistical, and historical," London 1854, pp. 232—4; H. H. Wilson, 
“Travels in the Himalayan provinces of Hindustan and the Panjab ... by 
W. Moorcroft and G. Trebeck from 1819 to 1825,” London 1841, vol. I, 
pp. 313-4. 

96 A’in-i Akbari, vol. II, tr. Jarrett, p. 365. On gold-washing in the Gilgit 
and Hunza rivers, vide Wilson, “Travels in the Himalayan provinces," 
vol. II, p. 267, & G. N. Curzon, ‘The Pamirs and the Bee of the Oxus,” 
GJ VII (1896), p. 25. 

эв Tr. Elias & Ross, op. cit., p. 434. 

9? Tr. Gibb, vol. III, p. 714; Defrémery & Sanguinetti, vol. III, text p. 
327: 2. 


THE MONGOLS AND THE DELHI SULTANATE 137 


‘Ali Yazdi mentions them as the major hazard on the otherwise 
comparatively safe route from Kashmir into Ladakh.?® 

Such details are, of course, hardly conclusive. In their respective 
accounts of India, however, neither Ibn Battüta nor ‘Umari refers 
to Kashmir by name, and the last Muslim geographer to survey the 
country in depth is Al-Birüni in the eleventh century.9? Since Indian 
historians of the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries likewise appear 
not to know the name, we may ask whether the region had not come 
to be subsumed under the general designation of Qarachil. This is 
admittedly an argument ‘ex silentio’; but the one reference to 
Kashmir which we do possess from this period is highly suggestive. 
Miri khwurd tells us that the shaikh Shams al-din Yahya was 
summoned by Muhammad Tughlug and ordered to Kashmir to 
convert the infidel, but died while preparations were still being made 
for his escort.!?? According to Ibn Battüta the commander of the 
Qarachil force, malik Negübei,"' having occupied the infidels’ 
capital, notified the sultan, who thereupon sent a qàdi and a khatib 
to join the army. It is tempting to see in the summons to Shams 
al-din the sultan's initial efforts to find suitable candidates, and this 
would explain an incident which is otherwise incomprehensible. 

On examining the internal history of Kashmir in this period, we 
discover at once two foreign invasions, both described by Jonarája, 


э Zafar-nüma, vol. II, р. 180: 18—16. The entire passage (рр. 177-80) is 
quoted by Mirza Haidar (tr. Elias & Ross, pp. 480—2), who like Sharaf al-din 
always calls Ladakh Tibet. Cf. Elias’s note 1 on p. 432, referring to poisonous 
weeds at Baltal, near the western foot of the Zoji-la pass: “Nowhere else in 
these regions (as far as Т am aware) do similar poisonous herbs occur.” It 
should be noticed, however, that the natives are prone to attribute to such 
noxious grasses the effects of what is really altitude-sickness, called by Haidar 
‘dam-giri’; ibid., pp. 412-3 & note 1 on p. 413. 

ss» MTa’rikh al-Hind, tr. E. C. Sachau, "Alberuni's Indis," London 1888, vol. 
I, pp. 206-8. Though Al-Birüni does not here refer to the gold deposits of the 
neighbouring regions, he does so in his Al-jamähir fi ma'rifat al-jawähir; ed. 
Е. Kremkow, Hyderabad 1936, pp. 236-7; tr. A. M. Belenitskiy, 'Sobraniye 
svyedenii Фуа poznaniya dragotsennostey (mineralogiya),' Moscow 1963, 
pp. 221-2. Yaqut gives only a brief account of Kashmir in the Mu‘jam al- 
buldan; ed. H. G. Wüstenfeld, 'Jacut's geographisches Wörterbuch,” Leipzig 
1866—73, vol. IV, pp. 103-4. 

100 Siyar al-auliyä’, lithog. ed. Delhi, р. 228: 5-22. 

11 Gibb’s ‘Nukbiya’ (vol. ПІ, pp. 665, 667 & 713-4); the text reads? 
(Defrémery & Sanguinetti, vol. III, p. 231 et passim). He is mentioned by 
Barani among Muhammad’s maliks (p. 454: 16f.) under the form®. ‘Isämi 
(ed. Husain, pp. 448-9; ed. Usha, pp. 466—8), and hence Firishta (lithog. ed. 
vol. I, pp. 239-40), name the commander-in-chief ав the sultan’s nephew 
Khusrau Malik. 
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author of the continuation of Kalhana’s celebrated Rajatarangini. 
The first of these was led by the Turuska (Turk) Dulucha, who 
towards the end of the reign of raja Suhadéva (1301-1320) occupied 
the country for eight months with a force composed of “Mleccha, 
Turuska and Täjika” troops ~ that is, of Muslims, Turks and Per- 
sians.1° This inroad, it has been commonly assumed, represents a 
Mongol offensive, probably from Central Аз1а.103 There is, however, 
no evidence for such an identification, and the hypothesis that the 
invaders were Mongols at all has been challenged by Jahn.!% 
Jonaräja in fact describes Dulucha simply as the general of “the 
great king (chakravariin) Karmasena," whose identity has yet to 
be established, and the categories he lists would apply equally to the 
composition of any army sent from Delhi.!05 Moreover, although 
Jonaräja is silent as to the direction from which Dulucha entered 
Kashmir, the later Muslim historians assert that he came through 
the Ватат а pass — that is, by the path leading from the upper 
Jhelum river and the western Punjab — rather than by any of the 
passes connecting Kashmir with Central Аз1а.106 Had the invaders 


3? Duitiya Rajatarangini, tr. J. C. Dutt in "Kings of Káshmíra," vol. ПІ, 
Calcutta 1898, pp. 16-17. The invader’s name is variously spelled in the 
secondary authorities, but figures clearly in the Sanskrit text (ed. P. Peterson, 
*Rájaterengini," vol. ПІ, Bombay 1896, verse 152 et passim) asp — Dulucha. 
Dutt’s translation omits the composition of the invading army, which is 
given in verse 170 (quoted in 8. C. Ray, “Early History and Culture of 
Kashmir,” 2nd ed. New Delhi 1970, p. 93). 

13 Mohibbul Hasan, “Kashmir under the Sultans,” Calcutta 1959, pp. 
33-4; R. K. Parmu, “А. History of Muslim Rule in Kashmir 1320-1819,” 
New Delhi 1969, pp. 71-4; Ray, loc. cit. Cf. also Jean Naudou, “Les Boudd- 
histes KaSmiriens au moyen age,” Paris 1968 (Annales du Musée Quimet 
LXVIII) pp. 202-3, where Dulucha is most improbably suggested to have 
been a lieutenant of the Mongol general Negüder (fl. 1238-1262). 

14 Karl Jahn, “A Note on Kashmir and the Mongols,” CAJ П (1956), note 
ll on p. 178; reprinted in “Rashid al-Din’s ‘History of India'", The Hague 
1965 (note 10 on pp. Ixxxviii-dIxxxix). 

105 Cf. supra, page 8; also Gibb, op. cit., vol. TIT, р. 724. On the chakravartin, 
ef. J. Przyluski, “La légende de l'empereur Agoka (Acoka-Avadana) dans 
les textes Indiens et Chinois," Paris 1923 (Annales du Musée Guimet XX XII), 
p. 102; here the implication is that the term has become over the centuries, 
if vaguer, yet more elevated. 

10$ Bahäristän-, Shahi, MS British Museum, Add. 16706, fol. 8v: 8—11; 
Haidar Malik of Chadüra, MS Add. 16705, fol. 102r: 5-11. Both authors here 
describe the invader as coming from Turkistän. His name appears in the 
Baharistin asd, and in Haidar Malik asr. Further on (fol. 104v: 16), Haidar 
Malik says that he entered Kashmir by way of Pakli. On the Bäramüla 
route, vide Ray, p. 8, & Parmu, pp. 42-3. I can find no evidence for the 
assertion of Sir Aurel Stein (“Kalhana’s Raja tarangini,” vol. II, р. 408 & 
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been Mongols from the Peshawar region, they might with equal 
probability have used the Baramüla route; but this appears to be 
precluded by the information in the Dvitiya Rajatarangini. Jonaraja 
tells us that Suhadeva at first sent Udyanadéva to buy off Dulucha, 
but that the mission was unsuccessful and Udyànadeva fled to 
Gandhära.!0” Now Gandhära is in fact the ancient name of the 
Peshawar district and of the territory lying between the Kabul 
and Indus rivers;!?9 and it is hardly likely that Udyanadéva would 
have taken refuge in the very direction from which the invaders 
had just arrived. That they had come from the south-east, therefore, 
seems a more plausible hypothesis. Finally, whereas Jonaràja 
contents himself with the statement that Dulucha left “by а good 
military road," the later chroniclers make it clear that he was actually 
heading for Hindüstän but that his forces were overwhelmed by a 
blizzard while crossing the Büdil pass.19? 

The account which the sources give of the second invasion, which 
occurred when Udyänadeva himself was on the throne of Kashmir 
(1323-1339), is less detailed. Jonaraja calls the leader Achala, and 
says that he came with troops supplied by “the lord of Mugdhapura,”’ 
who is otherwise unknown.!!° The later authors, however, give a 
quite different name, describing the marauder as a Turk who entered 
Kashmir by way of Hirapur — that is, by the route connecting the 
country with the central Punjäb.!!! Jonaräja’s language concerning 
Achala’s fate is obscure, but it appears that Udyänadeva having 
fled ignominiously to Ladakh the resistance was organised by his 


note 21 ibid.) that Dulucha came by way of the Zoji-la pass, i.e. from 
Ladakh. 

19* These details, omitted in Dutt’s translation, are from vv. 229-30, 
translated by Pandit D. R. Sahni in “References to the Bhottas or Bhauttas 
in the Rajatarangini of Kashmir," ТА X XXVII (1908), p. 185. 

1з (Cunningham, “The Ancient Geography of India," pp. 47-9. 

10 = Bahdristin-t Shahi, MS India Office no. 948/Ethé no. 509, foll. Ilr: 
10-11v: 4 (this passage is abbreviated m the British Museum MS); Haidar 
Malik, fol. 105r: 4-13. On the Ваал pass (spelled by these authors$ respectively), 
vide Stein, op. cit., vol. II, p. 393. 

по Tr. Dutt, p. 25; here the form given is ‘“Mughdapura,’ but in Peterson's 
edition (v. 266) the name is quite clearly! ~ Mugdhapura. The spelling of 
Achala’s own name is confirmed by Jonaräja’s punning upon it (Skr.u — 
“mountain”). 

11 Bahäristän-t Shahi, MS Add. 16706, foll. 13v: 14—14r: 7; Haidar Malik, 
MS Add. 16705, foll. 111v: 15-112v: 12. The Bahäristän does not name the 
invader, but Haidar Malik calls him” (in India Office MS no. 1100/Ethé no. 
510, fol. 104:%). On the Hirapur route, which led over the Pir Panjal pass, 
vide Stein, op. cit., vol. IT, pp. 392-8. 
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queen, Kota, who deceived Achala with promises of the throne 
whilst rallying her forces; the Muslim authors say less, but agree 
that the Turkish army was obliged to retire. This is the last invasion 
recorded by the historians of Kashmir before the sixteenth century, 
and not long afterwards occurred the dynasticrevolution which gave 
the country its first Muslim royal house. 

Jonaräja’s chronology presents certain difficulties,“ but it is on 
the whole both detailed and reliable: it is significant that in this one 
respect at least the Muslim chroniclers do not deviate from the 
information given in the Duitiya Rajatarangini. Hence the second 
invasion — that of Achala — has the greater claim to be identified 
with the Qarächil expedition, with which, on the basis of Jonaräja’s 
dating, it was roughly contemporaneous.!!4 


112 Events in the Dvuitiya Räjatarangint are not always narrated in strict 
order: hence vv. 141-151 deal with Dulucba's invasion, vv. 152-69 describe 
the advent of the Ladakhi chief Rinchana (Rin-c’en) and his antecedents, 
vv. 170-94 are again concerned with Dulucha, and vv. 195ff. cover the reign 
of Rinchana over Kashmir (1320-1323). Most of this section is translated 
by Sahni, op. cit., IA XXXVI, pp. 182-6. The most puzzling reference of 
all occurs later, in the account of Achala’s invasion, where it is stated that 
after Udyanadéva’s flight Kotä set up as гаја “one Rinchafa, a Bhotta" 
(tr. Dutt, p. 25): he is presumably to be distinguished from his namesake 
above, but we cannot be certain. 

113 The Muslim authors follow faithfully Jonaräja’s figures for the duration 
of each reign. In converting from the Laukika to the Muslim era, however, 
the author of the Bahäristän appears to have calculated оп the basis of the 
lunar year rather than of Jonaräja’s solar one; hence Suhadéva’s death is 
dated 725, instead of 720, and so on. Haidar Malik’s dates are a further ten 
or eleven years out. On the whole question of the chronology of Kashmir 
in this period, vide А. K. Majumdar, “A Note on the Chronology of the 
Sultans of Kashmir in the 'Ain-i-Akbarr," JAS 3rd series XXII (1956), 
Letters pp. 85-97. 

14 This would by no means preclude the possibility of contacts between 
Delhi and Kashmir in the previous decade. In his list of the maliks of Ghiyäs 
al-din Tughluq, Barani mentions a “Malik Kashmir” (Tarikh-4 Firüzshähi, 
p. 424: 6Е.). Later he took part in the revolt of Kishlü Khan, to whom he 
was related by marriage (Putüh al-salätin, ed. Husain, pp. 421, 428 & 425; 
ed. Usha, pp. 435, 438 & 440). It is tempting, moreover, to see in the name 
Dulucha that of the Tughlugi general Ош (so called by Ibn Battuta: tr. 
Gibb, vol. TIT, p. 709; Defrémery & Sanguinetti, vol. ПІ, text p. 317: 7:*). 
He was of “Tatar” origin, and appears in “Тайлаї азу (ed. Husain, pp. 401ff.; 
ed. Usha, pp. 412ff.). This latter form is highly reminiscent of that of the 
invader of Kashmir as known to Mirza Haidar Dughlat and quoted in the 
Bahdristan (MSS Add. 16706, fol. 8v: 9£.:z, & India Office no. 943/Ethé no. 
509, fol. 10r: 12:8; a brief reference suggesting that Mirza Haidar himself 
wrote a history of Kashmir which is no longer extant). However, our sources 
for the history of the Delhi sultans mention no earlier campaigns im the 
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In equating Kashmir with the region invaded by Muhammad 
Tughluq’s forces around 1330, my argument has had a threefold 
basis. (1) The references to Qarächil made by Ibn Battüta, as a 
non-native resident in India for a limited period, are more likely 
to apply to Qarachil in a narrower sense — as the object of Muham- 
mad’s expedition. (2) The details we are given are admittedly few, 
but they evoke certain features peculiar rather to Kashmir-Ladakh 
than to the main Himalayan range further east. And (3) Kashmir’s 
own chroniclers suggest (sometimes in spite of themselves) that the 
two invasions which they record for this period - and particularly the 
second — came neither from Central Asia nor from northern Afghan- 
istän, but from the south - from Hindüstän. But there are two 
further powerful reasons for the identification. 

The first is the absence of any indication that tho Qarachil 
expedition was operating elsewhere. From the language used by Ibn 
Battüta, we must look for a major infidel state, and Barani’s 
account suggests a territory well to the west of Nepal, where in any 
case internal sources contain no reference to an invasion between 
Ghiyäs al-din Tughluq’s attack on Tirhut in 725/1325 and the 
inroads from Bengal some twenty years later.115 The most powerful 
of the Punjab hill-states at this time was Trigarta, with its centre 
at Kangra-Nagarkot;4* but this is precisely the region which 
Muhammad invaded in person in 738/1337-8 without apparently 
encountering the hazards endured by the troops he had sent to 
Qarachil. The lesser hill-states, such as Kuli and Chamba, must be 
discounted in view of their weak condition during these years, when 
they were for the most part subject to Trigarta."" Both Aziz Ahmad 
and Husain quote the vamsdvali of the räjas of Kulü, which relates 
how during the reign of гаја Sikandarpäl the army of the ruler of 
Delhi passed through the region on a campaign extending as far 


western Himalayas in this century, and the existence of previous contacts 
must remain э, matter of conjecture. 

115 Luciano Petech, “Mediaeval History of Nepal (с. 750-1480)” Rome 
1958 (Serie Orientale Roma X), pp. 111-3 & 118-22. D. R. Regmi, “Medieval 
Nepal,” Calcutta 1965-6, Part І, pp. 278-93 & 312-20. 

116 Hermann Goetz, “History of Chambä State in the Later Middle Ages 
(ca. A.D. 1190 to 1623/1641)," in “Studies in the History and Art of Kashmir 
and the Indian Himalaya,” Wiesbaden 1969 (Schriftenreihe d. Südasien- 
Instituts d. Univ. Heidelberg IV), pp. 103-4. 

17 Ibid., р. 103. J. Hutchison & J. P. Vogel, “History of the Panjab Hill 
States," Lahore 1933, vol. I, pp. 295-6, & vol. П, p. 439. 


142 P. JACKSON 


north as Little Tibet (Baltistan).*5 Nevertheless, it is by no means 
certain that this legend refers to the Qarachil expedition. The 
chronology of the rajas listed m the vamsävali is riddled with diffi- 
culties, and the legend makes the dubious assertion that Sikandarpal 
had appealed to Delhi for help against the Chinese, who had invaded 
his kingdom.” | 

The second reason is that Kashmir’s position as a Mongol depend- 
ency, which has been demonstrated by Jahn,!?° enables us to see 
why Barani connects the Qarächil manoeuvre with the abortive 
Khurasan project. In the third quarter of the thirteenth century 
Kashmir had been more closely linked, both culturally and politically, 
with the Mongols of Iran than with those of China.121 By the turn 
of the century, however, the influence of the [khan in northern 
Afghanistan — immediately to the west of Kashmir — had been 
replaced by that of the Chaghatayids, who had become the Delhi 
sultanate's most formidable adversaries beyond the Indus;!?? and it 
is reasonable to assume that Kashmir itself had shared this fate. 

The Qar&chil disaster represents Muhammad Tughlug’s last 
attempt to take the offensive against the Mongols. That he had 


uns “Historical Documents of Kulü,” in “Annual Report of the Archeological 
Survey of India for 1907-8,” Calcutta 1911, рр. 260-76 (p. 263). Aziz Ahmad, 
“Mongol Pressure," pp. 189-90. Husain, '"Tughluq Dynasty,” note 1 on p. 
184. Cf. also Hutchison & Vogel, vol. II, pp. 438-9. 

1? Fora list of Kult rajas, cf. Historical Documents” (supra) & A. Е. Р. 
Harcourt, “The Himalayan Districts of Koolloo, Lahoul and Spiti,” London 
1871, pp. 372-3. Sikandarpäl’s fourth successor is described in the vamsävali 
аз a contemporary of sultan ‘Ali Shir of Kashmir — i.e. of ‘Ala’ al-din (1344- 
1355), although in “Historical Documents” (p. 263) he is mistaken for ‘Ali 
Shah (1413-1420). Sikandarpäl’s 21st successor, Udhranpal, is known to have 
been reigning in 1418 & 1428 (Hutchison & Vogel, vol. IL, pp. 439 & 441-2). 
However, Rulü became subject to Trigarta, and then recovered its autonomy, 
under his lith and 13th successors respectively (ibid., p. 439), both of which 
events, as Goetz suggests (op. cit., p. 103), are more likely to have antedated 
Muhammad Tughlug’s attack on Kängra-Nagarkot in 1337-8. Moreover, a 
trans-Himalayan campaign by the Mongols of China — assuming the vam- 
sävali is not in error here — would hardly have occurred under the weak 
successors of Buyantu Qa’an (1311-1320). 

1? Jahn, “A Note on Kashmir and the Mongols,” CAJ II, pp. 179-80 & 
note 16 ibid.; “Rashid al-Din’s ‘History of India’”, pp. xc-xei & note 15 ibid. 
11 Op. cit., CAJ IT, p. 180 & note 17; “Rashid al-Din’s ‘History of India", 
p. xci & note 16. 

122 Jahn, “Zum Problem der mongolischen Eroberungen in Indien (13.-14. 
Jahrhundert),” in “Akten des XXIV. Internationalen Orientalisten-Kon- 
gresses, München ... 1957,” Wiesbaden 1959, pp. 618-9. The process is 
examined in some detail by Jean Aubin in “L’Ethnogenöse des Qaraunas," 
Turcica I (1969), pp. 82-4 & 90-1. 
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learned at least one lesson from his earlier campaign is clear from 
the Indian sources. On that occasion his troops had undergone 
considerable privations in the wastes of Afghanistan ;123 and some 
effort now to establish supply-lmes may be inferred from the 
accounts of Yahya b. Ahmad and Budä’uni, who in amplifying 
Barani’s narrative mention redoubts (t'hànaha) and garrisons 
(mohäfizän) designed to secure communications.!?* 


VI 


This new offensive in turn having met with disaster, the sultan was 
obliged to adopt different tactics. It may well be that he established 
friendly relations with Tarmashirin, as Ibn Battüta suggests: But 
even if the Moroccan traveller was mistaken, a large-scale expedition 
to the west was in any case ruled out increasingly after 734/1333—4 
by the series of revolts which engaged Muhammad's attention up 
to his death. When Ibn Battüta reached Delhi in the middle of that 
year, Muhammad was absent at Kanauj, where he was in all 
probability busy with the suppression of the Döäb rebellion.!?5 
Within a year the governor of Ma'bar had risen in revolt!?9 and 
‚ established a kingdom which was to maintain its independence for 
over forty years before being absorbed by the Hindu empire of 
Vijàyanagar. After this, insurrections by provincialgovernors became 
practically an annual occurrence, so that by the time the sultan 
moved his residence to Sargadvari on the Ganges nothing remained 
of his empire, to quote Barani, but Dédgir (Daulatäbäd) and Gu- 
jar&t.?" 

Conditions north of the Amiiya likewise militated against further 
operations by the Chaghatai khan on the Indian frontier. The 
growing counter-attack by the Delhi sultan offers one very probable 
explanation for Tarmashirin’s preoccupation with the south-western 


з Futüh al-salajin, ed. Husain, рр. 410: 21-411: 1; ed. Usha, pp. 423: 
20-424: 2. 

14а Tärikh-i Mubärakshähi, p. 103: 13f. Muniakhab al-tawdrikh, vol. I, 
p. 229: 13f. : 

125 Supra, note 76. 

126 Gibb’s year 1341 (in note 30 on p. 758) is incorrect. Numismatic evidence 
indicates that Ahsan Shah had revolted m Ma‘bar some years before: E. 
Hultzsch, “Тһе Coinage of the Sultans of Madura,” JRAS (1909), pp. 667-83 
(especially nos. 6 & 7 on p. 673). Cf. also Barani, who implies (p. 480: 7ff.) 
that news of the rebellion reached Muhammad while he was still at Kanauj. 

127 Tärikh-i Firizshahi, pp. 471: 16f. & 484: 14f. 


144 Р. JACKSON 


part of his dominions during the last four years of his reign.128 
However this may be, his absence was resented by the Mongols in 
the east of his empire — the traditional centre of gravity of the 
khanate — and led to a rising in which he was overthrown and killed. 
There followed a period of confusion, with no strong central 
authority, until the advent of Timür.!? 

That two at least of these three factors — the Delhi sultan's 
seizure of the offensive against the Mongols and the subsequent 
outbreak of civil war in Mäwarä’ al-nahr — were the primary causes 
of the end of hostilities between the two powers is evident from 
certain statements of ‘Umari, writing no earlier than 733/1333 and 
probably a good deal later. 129 ‘Umari nowhere alludes to the existence 
of cordial relations between Muhammad and the Chaghatai khan. 
Instead, having commented on the inveterate rivalry of the peoples 
of Mäwarä’ al-nahr and of India, and on the poor resistance offered 
by the latter over the centuries until the vise of Islam in India and 
the advent of the present monarch, he continues:!*1 


. And so the eyes of the people of this country (hadhihi’l-bilid —i.e., . 
Mawara’ al-nahr) slumbered in awe of this ever-vigilant (li-‘adm hujüdihi) 
monarch, and their crafty foxes cowered before the roaring of his lions. 
The people of this country (Mäwarä’ al-nahr) used more and more to 


18 Gibb, op. cit., vol. ПІ, р. 561. Another reason possibly lay in карпа: 
shirin’s relations with the Tikhën (supra, page 7). 

122 Sharaf al-din ‘Ali Yazdi mdicates that Tarmashirin’s nephew aud 
suecessor Buzun, who had led the revolt, was unable to establish his authority 
over the khanate; Zafar-néma, muqaddima, MSS British Museum, Add. 
6538, fol. 99v: 7ff., & Add. 18406, fol. 65v: 8ff. Although the division of the 
Chaghatai khanate into two separate political entities has usually been 
placed by historians in 1348, numismatic evidence suggests it occurred. some 
years earlier. In sha‘ban 746/December 1345, while Qazan (vide infra, page 
25) was ruling in the west, a coin was struck at Almaligh in the name of 
Muhammad b. Bolad; A. K. Markov, “Inventarnyy katalog musul'manskikh 
monyet Ermitazha,” St Petersburg 1896-1904, p. 560 (no. 278). 

139 The date of composition of the Мазай al-absär is discussed by Lech in 
“Das Mongolische Weltreich," pp. 38—41. Regarding the Indian section of the 
work, ‘Umari mentions at one point, in recording the testimony of Shaikh 
Mubarak, that when his informant left India Qubbat al-Islam (i.e. Daula- 
täbäd) was not yet completed, and that the shaikh had now been left six 
years (ed. Spies, text p. 8: 2f., trans. p. 29): Daulatäbäd was finished not 
long after 727/1327 (cf. supra, page 7 & note 37). 

11 Lech, op. cit., text p. 40: 15-20. In his translation (p. 118), Lech quite 
obscures the sense by renderingh (text, line 19): “Die Inder waren mit ihren 
Fürsten uneins." The subject of this statement — as of the whole chapter — is 
the inhabitants of the Chaghatai khanate: the people of India are referred to 
here as^* (line 12). 
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scour the borders of India (with) their horses and to carry off (m) their 
torrents (its) wealth and (its) children, until there arose in India her 
present monarch (sultànuhu'l-àna). Не made ready his hosts (dhail) for 
war, and fought with (jähada) the enemy in every quarter. The people 
of this country (Mäwarä’ al-nahr) fell out with its rulers; and so they 
desisted (fa-inkaffüa), because of this monarch’s might and (their own) 
dissensions (li-ba’as dhalika’l-sultan wa ikhtilaf dhät al-bain). 


The context of this passage is not without significance.4* ‘Umari 
appears to be positing some sort of continuity between the struggle 
waged by the great Muslim conquerors - Mahmtid and Mas'üd 
of Ghazna — against the infidels of northern India, and the later 
raids by the heathen — and only recently Islamicised*** — Mongols 
of Central Asia on the Muslim sultanate of Delhi: both alike are 
seen as phases in an age-old conflict between Hindüstàn and Türàn. 
And his emphasis is undoubtedly twofold: that the balance in this 
conflict had swung in favour of the Indian element only since Islam 
had become predominant in Hindüstàn, and that this was a develop- 
ment most fully epitomised in the reign of the present sultan — that 
is, of Muhammad Tughluq. 

Now at last we are in a position more clearly to understand the 
reasons for Barani’s silence concerning Tarmashirin’s invasion of 
Hindüstàn early in Muhammad’s reign — and on certain other 
matters also — in the second recension of the Tärikh-i Firüzshäht. 
Were it not for the existence of an earlier version in which the 
invasion does receive notice, albeit briefly, it would have been possible 
to concur with Hodivala’s view that its omission “must be due to 
carelessness or inadvertenoce."?* Again, in the second recension the 
emphasis is on a thematic, rather than a chronological, treatment 
of Muhammad's reign, and Tarmashirin's invasion might have 
proved difficult to accommodate within this new framework, or 
indeed to have had no relevance to it: such a possibility is at least 
supported by Barani’s own remarks, to the effect that he had not 
included in his survey of the reign every episode without exception.!35 
But it is well known that Barani held no brief for the sultan and, 


12 For the context of the above quotation, vide Lech, op. cit., text р. 39: 
17ff., trans. pp. 117-8. 

13 The conversion of the Chaghatayid rulers is dated elsewhere by ‘Umari 
as “since 725”; Lech, op. cit., text p. 38: 12ff., trans. р. 117 (with 750 in 
error); trans. Quatremére, p. 235. 

34 8. H. Hodivala, “Studies in Indo-Muslim history," p. 362. 

135 Tärikh-i Pirüzshühà,p. 468: 1-3. Remarks of this kind are absent in the 
first recension. 
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writing under his successor Firüz Shih, was able to expose him 
without fear for his own safety.136 And if he does not paint Muham- 
mad in the blackest of colours, he nevertheless betrays in general a 
greater concern to avoid elevating the good in men’s characters at 
the expense of noticing the evil than the reverse error.?" We may 
look, therefore, for a better reason for the omission than mere 
negligence. Ä 

It is more probable that Barani suppressed in the final version 
of his work any mention of the invasion because its inelusion would 
have cast Muhammad in a more favourable light. That this is so is 
suggested by two circumstances. Firstly, Muhammad’s tactics in 
the face of Tarmashirin’s incursion refleet no discredit upon him. 
They were in fact identical with those adopted by "AIS al-din 
Khilji during Taraghai's attack a quarter of a century previously. 
In describing "AIS al-din's conduct on that occasion, Barani does 
not arraign him for cowardice: rather, he takes him to task for his 
unpreparedness to deal with what had become a regular threat of 
alarming proportions. And secondly, he omits not simply Tar- 
mashirin's invasion but all Muhammad's dealings with the Mongols 
which were of a military character. Consequently, were Barani our 
sole authority, we would be allowed to infer that the Mongol threat 
had ended with the reign of Ghiyäs al-din Tughlug!® and had 
reappeared only in the reign of Firüz Shah, to be suppressed then 
with a swiftness which evokes the historian’s open admiration. 
By neglecting to show that the Mongols still constituted a very 
real menace in Muhammad’s early years (as Tarmashirin’s invasion 
revealed) Barani is spared any obligation similarly to praise that 


1$ Barani’s view of Muhammad is admittedly a complex one. Cf. P. Hardy, 
“The Treatment of History by Ziy& al-din Barani in the ‘Ta’rikh-i-Firüz 
Shähi,’” in “Historians of Medieval Indis," London 1960, pp. 20-39; Husain, 
“Tughlug Dynasty,” рр. 124—5, 476-81, & 559-63; К. A. Nizami, "Ziya-ud- 
Din Barani,” in “Historians of Medieval India" (ed. Mohibbul Hasan), New 
Delhi 1968, pp. 87—52. 

137 Märikh-i Firüzshähi, pp. 237: 21-238: 3. 

138 Ibid., рр. 300: 13-302: 7, for Barani’s account of Taraghai’s invasion; 
his comments on ‘Ala’ al-din's unpreparedness are contained in p. 302: Т. 
Muhammad could not be charged with the same fault, since the Mongol 
menace had receded, as Barani himself admits (pp. 322-3). 

13 Tt is possibly significant that the Mongol raid which occurred in Ghiyäs 
al-din’s reign (vide supra, section I) is in fact not mentioned at all in Barani’s 
first recension, which is an indication of its comparative unimportance. 

мо Tärikh-i Firtizshahi, р. 601: 3ff., where two apparently minor inroads are 
described. S 
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monarch for taking the offensive against them. Finally, by giving 
only the barest hint that the Khuräsän project and the Qarachil 
expedition were a part of that offensive, he is enabled to depict 
them as nothing more than a drain on the exchequer, the conceptions 
of an extravagant and visionary nature, 


VII 


In his treatment of Muhammad’s policy towards foreign visitors 
Barani, as we have seen,142 is likewise harshly critical of the sultan 
for inflicting a further strain upon an already depleted treasury. 
Yet again, however, it would appear that the Tärikh-i Firüz-shahi 
presents a picture which is misleading. That Muhammad’s generosity 
— at least towards dignitaries from the Chaghatai khanate — was at 
all connected with the Khuräsän project is a matter for considerable 
doubt: the implication of the sources is that it was part of a 
consistent policy designed for quite a different object. 

From an analysis of the notables of the Chaghatai khanate 
mentioned by Ibn Battüta as present at Muhammad’s court, it 
seems that the sultan’s practice of welcoming guests from this part 
of the world, and of placing them in high office, dates roughly from 
the time of the Moroccan traveller’s own arrival. A sizeable group 
of such visitors - Khudävandzäda Qawwam al-din, qàdi of Tirmid, 
and his brothers, along with Mubärakshäh, a notable of Samarqand, 
and the Turk Arun Bugha (probably Uzun Bugha) from Bukhara — 
was presented to the sultan simultaneously with Ibn Battüta (trans. 
Gibb, vol. III, pp. 735 & 743-4). Of these, Qawwäm al-din had 
preceded Ibn Battüta's party through the desert (p. 592), and when 
they reached Multàn he was still there awaiting his brothers (p. 606). 
141 It may be objected to this entire hypothesis that “Isämi, who was no 
better disposed towards Muhammad, shows no reluctance to describe the 
sultan's first Mongol campaign and even emphasises how he was turning the 
tables on the enemy (Futüh al-salätin, ed. Husain, p. 410: 15-17; ed. Usha, 
p. 423: 14—16). But ‘Isami safeguards himself by pointing to a radical change 
in Muhammad’s temperament two years later (ed. Husain, p. 411: 9f.; 
ed. Usha, p. 424: 10f.), before the move to Daulatäbäd. 

M? Supra, page 9. 

143 In the second recension (Tärikh-i Firüzshäht, p. 476), Barani would have 
us believe that Muhammad's generosity was intended to suborn the grandees 
in the regions he intended to conquer. But we find no such emphasis in the 
earlier version: here, if Barani makes any connection at all, it is that these 


visitors encouraged such grandiose designs by their flattery; MS Elliot 353, 
foli. 199r: 14—199v: 6 & 200r: 12—19. 
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Their cousin, Khudävandzäda Ghiyäs al-din, arrived with Ibn 
Battüta’s own party (p. 743).1 Again, it is clear from the narrative 
that “the preacher from Tirmid," Nasir al-din, reached India a 
year before Muhammad left on the Ma'bar campaign (p. 675) — that 
is, about 734/1334 — and during his visit Ibn Battüta met him 
personally, as we read elsewhere (рр. 749 & 756). Nasir al-din 
was at court when the “Abbasid pretender Ghiyas al-din Muhammad 
b. ‘Abd al-qàhir (known as Ibn al-khalifat) first sent envoys to the 
sultan for permission to come to India from Mäwarä’ al-nahr (р. 
679), and the implication is that Bahram, the malik of Ghazna, who 
was tactlessly lodged in the town of Siri, belonging to his old enemy 
Ibn al-khalifat, arrived even later (р. 682).145 The entry into India, 
therefore, of all these grandees — along with that of the Sadr-i 
Jahan, ЧА of Samarqand, who is explicitly said to have left Mä- 
warä’al-nahr after Ibn Battüta and to have died en route at Multan 
(p. 569) — must be dated in or after 734.145 | 

In spite of the sultan’s strictness regarding the departure of 
foreign visitors, it is clear that a certain discretion was exercised 
on both sides of the border. Ibn Battüta says of Khudävandzäda 
Ghiyas al-din that “he frequently made the journey from his own 
country to visit the sultan” (p. 743); while his cousin the qadi 
was on his way to seek leave from Tarmashirin to go to India when 
the Moroccan traveller first met him (p. 571). Again, after the 
suppression of his revolt the rebel ‘Ali Shah Kar was exiled to Ghazna 
(p. 728),147 a fact which Husain (“Tughluq Dynasty," p. 256) takes 
to be conclusive evidence of Muhammad’s friendly relations with the 
Mongols. The chronology of this event,M95 however, only confirms 


144 Defrémery & Sanguinetti, vol. TIT, text p. 393; the relative pronoun 
appears to refer to Ghiyäs al-din rather than to his cousin the qadi. 

45 Husain’s identification of Bahräm with Tarmashirin’s amir Boroldai 
(Buruntaih) is quite erroneous (“Tughluq Dynasty,” note 2 on p. 137). 

45 Mention should be made at this point of the Grand Qädi of the empire, 
Kamal al-din Muhammad b. al-Burhän, of Ghazna, who appears, however, 
to have been an immigrant of the second generation and himself to have 
originated from Hänsi (Gibb, vol. III, p. 617). It is possible that our text is 
defective here, as Gibb pointe out (note 84 ibid.); but Barani mentions both 
Kamal al-din and his father (here called Burhan al-din) as receiving honours 
at the accession of Ghiyäs al-din Tughluq in 720/1320 (TT'ürikh-& Firüzshähi, 
p. 428: 10-13). Kamal al-din is referred to also by ‘Umari: ed. Spies, text 
р. 16: 3, trans. р. 41; trans. Quatremére, р. 185. 

M? "This is confirmed by Barani (p. 489: 6f.). 

148 Ibn Battüta (tr. Gibb, vol. III, p. 727) dates ‘Ali Sh&h's revolt after 
Muhammad’s defeat of the rebel ‘Ain al-mulk and his return from Sargadväri, 
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the verdiet we have already reached — namely that all the evidence 
of peaceful exchanges between the Delhi sultan and the Chaghatai 
khanate dates at the earliest from the year of Ibn Battüta's arrival 
in India; in other words, from the very last years of Tarmashirin, 
when the Khuräsän project had been abandoned for some time. 

Moreover, although Barani provides no chronological framework 
for Muhammad’s reign,!*? and his statements concerning the sultan's 
generosity to the Mongols occur at various points in the narrative, 
the emphasis appears to be that the court was inundated with 
Mongol grandees in the latter half of his reign rather than in the 
early years. This emerges from a comparison of three passages, the 
first of which reads:15° 


He (Muhammad) used to give every year to malik Bahrim of the 
Ghaznin a hundred /aks of tangas, and to the qadi of the Ghaznin he gave 
as much money and jewels as he had never before beheld. Neither in the 
whole extent of his reign did men of station and power ..., who kept 
coming (from) Khurasin, тад, Mäwarä’ al-nahr, Khwärizm, Sistän, 
Hariv, Egypt and Damascus to the august court of Muhammad Shah 
in the hope of his generosity and bounty, go away loaded with (such) 
riches; nor towards the end of the sultan’s reign did so many Mongols — 
amirs of tümens and of thousands, Mongol nobles, and the great ladies 
(khätünän) and grandees of Moghulistän — keep arriving every year at 
the court of sultan Muhammad Shah, to do service (bi-bandagi va chakiri) 
in friendship and goodwill. | 


The second is more explicit :151 


The second occupation of sultan Muhammad during those few years in 
which he stayed in Delhi!5? consisted in favouring and rewarding the 
Mongols. Year after year at the onset of winter, numbers of amirs of 
timens and of thousands, and princesses and princes of the blood (khä- 


i.e. about 740-1/1339-41. Barani says (p. 488: 15f.) that it occurred after 
Muhammad had been at Sargadvüri “for some months." The move to 
Sargadväri must have occurred shortly after 738/1337-1338, since Barani 
has previously implied (p. 484: 19ff.) that it followed the campaign generally 
associated with the fall of Nagarkot. Nevertheless Haig (“Five Questions,” 
p. 347) dates it “in the autumn of 1337.” Husain (“Tughlug Dynasty,” рр. 
254 & 658) and Gibb (note 153 on p. 698) both place it in 1338. 

M? Tn fact, he disclaims any attempt to do so: Tärıkh-ı Firüzshähi, pp. 
468: 3 & 478: 14%. 

159 ` Thid., pp. 461: 19-462: 7. Cf. MS Elliot 353, foll. 187v: 19-188r: 5, where 
this passage is much abbreviated. 

1:1 Märikh-i Firüzshäht, p. 499: 8—14. 

153 Cf. ibid., pp. 497: 22ff. & 498: 3f. The years referred to fell between the 
sultan’s return from Sargadväri and his departure on campaign in ramadan 
745/Jan.-Feb. 1345 (ibid., pp. 507: 16f. & 509: 4, 14f.). 
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tunan va ughliän) kept arriving .. . For two or three months (each year) 
the sultan was engaged in nothing but granting favours and rewards. 


The implication is that these events must be assigned to Muhammad's 
later years. Both Yahya b. Ahmad and Budä’uni place the arrival 
of the "Khurásánians" under one year — 744/1343—4 —, even though 
on their faulty chronology the sultan was then residing, or about to 
reside, at Sargadväri.!°® They were led to do so, presumably, by 
Barani's third passage on the Mongols, in which he describes how 
Muhammad, in welcoming them, made great play of his decree of 
investiture from the Caliph :154 


He (Muhammad) gave orders that whatsoever captains (umar&') and 
amirs of tümens of Moghulistän and Khuräsän entered the service of 
sultan Muhammad should be commanded to do homage with the diploma 
(manshür) of the Amir al-mu'minin. À Qur’än, the (mashärig) and the 
diploma of the Amir al-mu'minin were brought forth, and they were 
made to do homage, and written undertakings and agreements (khutüt 
va ‘uhüd va maväsig) were obtained (from them). From as many princes 
(ughliàn), amirs of thousands and of hundreds, Mongol grandees and 
their great ladies as came to the sultan's court, was first obtained an act 
of fealty (bai'at-nàma) in the name of the Amir al-mu'minin, (and) then 
laks and kurors were lavished upon them. 


This — and the fact that Barani nowhere stigmatises the sultan’s 
Mongol guests as infidels — is highly significant. Such a practice 
would have had little to commend it had the newcomers not been 


153 Tärikh-i Mubärakshäht, p. 107: 13ff. Muntakhab al-tawärikh, vol. I, 
p. 232: "ff. 

154 Tärikh-ı Firüzshahi рр. 494: 21-495; 7. We are told specifically of two 
messages to Muhammad from the Caliph (for their relations in the 730’s, 
cf. supra, note 74). Ibn Battita describes how Shaikh бача al-Hindi 
gratuitously secured for the sultan a letter from the Caliph Abu’l-"Abbäs 
al-Hakim appointing him his delegate in India; tr. Gibb, vol. I, рр. 225-7. 
Barani, calling him На]! Sa‘id Sargari, records his arrival in 744/1343—4 
(Lartkh-7 Firüzshähi, p. 492: 9Е.). Muhammad had also sent to Cairo an 
accredited envoy, Shaikh Rajab al-Burqu'i: Maqrizi notices the embassy’s 
arrival there under muharram 744/May-June 1343 (Al-sulük li-ma‘rifat 
duwal al-mulük, ed. Ziada, vol. ТТ, part 3, Cairo 1958, p. 645: 2-8). Rajab’s 
return, along with the Egyptian Grand Shaikh Rukn al-din, is described both 
by Ibn Battüta (Gibb, vol. I, pp. 227—8, & vol. III, p. 674) and by Barani, 


who dates it two years after that of Sarsari (р. 494: 41f.). The chronogram 


given for Rajab’s arrival by Badr-i Chachi (lithog. ed. & comm. М. ‘U. Khan, 
Rampur 1872-3, vol. I, рр. 245-6) supplies a date variously rendered as 745 
or 746; cf. Moinul Hag, “Barani’s history of the Tughluqs," JPHS УП, 
p. 135 & note 2 ibid. It is clear from his subsequent remarks (p. 495: 7ff.) 
that in the above-quoted passage Barani is speaking of Rajab’s mission and 
the diploma brought by Shaikh Rukn al-din. 
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Muslims. It is very probable that whereas earlier Mongol visitors 
had come simply in the hope of making a fortune and of then re- 
turning to Mäwarä’ al-nahr, this later influx consisted of refugees, 
fleeing from the upheavals of the decade which followed Tarmashirin’s 
overthrow. We know from Ibn Battüta that Tarmashirin’s son, 
with his sister and her husband, had sought asylum with Muhammad 
on the khan’s martyrdom ;155 and since the accession of the Chaghatai 
khan Changshi in 1336 there had been a reaction against the Is- 
lamicising tendencies of the preceding years.156 From this the reign 
of the Muslim ‘АН Sultan (circa 741/1340) offered in all probability 
only a brief respite.!5" If refugees from Mäwarä’ al-nahr were still 
arriving after Muhammad had received the Caliph’s diploma, they 
must have been escaping from the rule of Qazan (circa 743/1343- 
14/1346), whom the sources depict as an oppressive tyrant and who 
is not known for certain to have been a Muslim.!55 His victorious 
rival, the amir Qazaghan, who controlled the affairs of the khanate 
from 747/1346 to 759/1358, was undoubtedly a Muslim,?® and it was 
he who furnished Muhammad Tughluq with a force of Mongol 
auxiliaries for his final campaign in Gujarat and Sind in 751/1350- 


1.160 


185 Түт, Gibb, vol. IIT, pp. 562 & 564. He calls the khan’s son-in-law Firüz, 
whereas the name given by Barani (p. 533) is Naurüz. 

15 Natanzi, Muntakhab al-tawärikh-i Мит, ed. J. Aubin, Tehran 1957] 
1336s., р. 112. Zail-4 Jama al-tawärikh, MS Or. 2885, fol. 422r: 4f. Cf. also 
V. V. Bartol’d, “Four Studies on the History of Central Ава” (trans. V. 
Minorsky), vol. Т, Leyden 1956, pp. 135-6. The date of Changshi’s accession 
is to be found in a funerary inscription edited by Ch. Dzhumagulov: "Die 
syrisch-türkischen (nestorianischen) Denkmäler in Kirgisien,' MIOF XIV 
(1968), р. 478. On the khan’s name, ef. P. Pelliot & L. Hambis, ‘“Histoire des 
Campagnes de Gengis Khan,” vol. I, Leyden 1951, pp. 91-5. 

157 And even Muslim authors describe him as a tyrant: Zafar-näma, 
muqaddima, MSS Add. 6538, foll. 99у: 17-100r: 3, & Add. 18406, fol. 65v: 
17ff. Cf. Bartol’d, op. cit., p. 136. 

159 Qazan’s father Yasa’ur had been a convert to Islam (Käshäni, ed. 
Hambly, p. 213: 18), but he himself had been captured on his father’s death 
in 720/1320 by the troops of the heathen Chaghatai khan Köpek; Zail-i 
Jami al-tawärikh, MS Or. 2885, foll. 404v: 21-405r: 1; Hafiz-i Abrü, ed. 
Bayani, text vol. I, р. 113. On Qazan’s reign, cf. Zafar-nama, vol. I, рр. 27-8; 
Bartol'd, op. cit., pp. 53 & 137. 

159? His murder is uniformly described in terms of martyrdom by the sources: 
Muntakhab al-tawärtkh-t Mu‘ini, p. 208: 7; Nizäm-i Shämi, ed. Tauer, text 
vol. I, p. 15: 2£.; Zafar-näma, vol. I, p. 39: 4. | 
19 Barani, рр. 524: 3f. & 533: Off. T'arikh-à Mubärakshähi, p. 117: ЭН. 
Muntakhab al-tawärikh, vol. I, р. 240: 158. 
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It appears very likely, therefore, that the sultan's court had 
become a natural asylum for those Muslim notables of Mäwarä’ 
al-nahr — Mongols and non-Mongols alike — who sought to escape 
from the hostility of Tarmashirin's heathen successors. For Muham- 
mad, thisrepresented the culmination of a policy which is discernible 
at least from the abandonment of his plans for trans-Indus conquests: 
one of building up an aristocracy of foreign extraction, bound to 
him by ties of personal loyalty and by fear of the Indian Muslims. 
The main precedent for such a policy in regard to the Mongols was 
far from auspicious. Large numbers of Mongol troops, with their 
families, had settled in the empire after the invasion of 691/1292 
during the reign of Jalal al-din Khilji, but these so-called “пео- 
Muslims" had been massacred by 'Alà' al-din on the discovery of a 
plot by certain of them to assassinate him.19€! During Muhammad's 
own lifetime, certainly, his policy seems on the whole to have been 
successful. We know of only one revolt on the part of a Mongol 
feudatory — that of Hülechü, whom he had appointed commander 
at Lahore. This rising, which occurred during the sultan’s absence 
on the Ma‘bar campaign, was crushed by the wazir Khwaja Jahan 
with a force that included, significantly enough, a regiment of 
“Khuraásšnians”.162 The ill effects of the policy stemmed, it seems, 
less from the unreliability of the foreigners themselves than from 
the reaction of the native Turkish and Indian aristocracy, whose 
opposition to such preferment was no doubt one of the reasons for 
the whole series of provincial revolts lasting from about 734/1334 
until Muhammad's death.!9 

When Muhammad died at Tatta in muharram 752/March 1351, 
the recently arrived Mongol auxiliaries from Mäwarä’ al-nahr 
mutinied and were joined by not a few of their compatriots who had 
been domiciled in India for a longer period, all returning to their 


161 Tal, “History of the Khaljis," 2nd ed., pp. 262-3. On their initially 
taking service with the sultan, vide Barani, p. 219: 12ff. 

162 Ibn Battüta (tr. Gibb, vol. IIT, pp. 716-7) calls the rebel Huläjün; 
Defrémery & Sanguinetti, vol. ПТ, text p. 332:04. Husain (“Tughlug Dynasty," 
p. 245), apparently following Haig, sees this as & variant form of Hülegü. It 
is more probably, however, the same name as that borne by Hülegü Khan's 
seventh son; cf. Jami‘ al-tawürikh, vol. III, ed. A. A. Alizade, Baku 1957, 
index sub*e. Barani refers to this revolt only briefly (p. 481: 4f.), without 
giving the leader's name, but he is mentioned by 'Isami (ed. Husain, p. 451; 
ed. Usha, p. 471). Khwaja Jahän’s regiment appears to have contained a 
notable proportion of foreigners; cf. Gibb, op. cit., vol. ПІ, p. 724. 

163 Supra, page 9 & note 56. 
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homeland; among them was Tarmashirin’s son-in-law, Nauruz 
Küregen.!9* One of the new sovereign’s first acts was to reverse his 
predecessor’s policy towards foreign notables, dismissing — as Barani 
informs us with ill-concealed relish — those who had come from as 
far away as Egypt and had frequented the late sultan’s court in the 
expectation of some favour.165 Nevertheless, some of the Mongol 
nobility did remain in the service of Firüz Shih Tughluq - Barani 
notices in particular Qitbugha and Ahmad-i Iqbal —;166 while it 
appears that certain of the non-Mongol element among the immi- 
grants from Mäwarä’ al-nahr also supported the new monarch 
against the mutineers and were consequently rewarded.187 


ҮПҮ 


As regards, then, the security of Hindüstän’s north-western 
frontier from attack, Muhammad's failure, due to the Qarächil 
disaster, to maintain his offensive against the Mongols was offset 
by two factors: the disintegration of the central authority in 
Mäwarä’ al-nahr which had itself of late come to assume direction 
of the Mongol pressure on India, and the sultan’s own policy of 
absorbing peacefully Mongol chieftains who might otherwise have 
been active in local operations against his frontiers. The abandon- 


164 Barani, pp. 533-7. On Naurüz, cf. supra, note 155. The account in 
the Malta‘ al-sa‘dain of ‘Abd al-razzäg al-Samarqandi (MS British Museum, 
Add. 17928, foll. 86r: 20-87r: 10), which is derived in the first Instance from 
Hafiz-i Abrü's Zubdat al-tawärikh (cf. the description of the Istanbul MS 
Fatih 4371 by Tauer: “Analyse des matières de la première moitié du Zub- 
datu-t-tawarih de Häfiz-i Abrü," in “Charisteria Orientalia,” Prague 1956, 
p. 352, sub anno 752), is remarkably similar to Barani’s narrative. 

185 Tärikh-i Firüzshäht, p. 538: 1—4. 

166 Ibid., pp. 584-5. Qitbugha’s name, which appears as‘ in the Tärikh-i 
Mubarakshahi (p. 122: 14), is presumably identical with that of the celebrated 
Mongol general at ‘Ain Jalüt in 1260. But elsewhere in Barani (pp. 527: 
12 & 544: 17) he figures as££. This would represent» — “bag, pouch, purse” 
(F.D. Lessing, *Mongolien-English Dictionary,’ Berkeley-Los Angeles 1960, 
p. 899: xabtara). Ahmad’s father was probably the Iqbal who invaded 
Hindüstàn in ‘Ala’ al-din’s reign; cf. Amir Khusrau, Khazë m al-futüh, ed. 
M. W. Mirza, Calcutta 1953, рр. 43-5; Barani, р. 322: 7-12; also Lal, ор. 
cit., pp. 146—9. 

187 Khudävandzäda Qawwam al-din, having held the rank of n@’b-¢ vakildar 
under Muhammad (Barani, p. 454: 17), was promoted to that of vakildar 
by Firüz Shah; ibid., р. 580: 13£.; Tärikh-t Mubärakshähi, p. 124: 7 f. Malik 
Bahram of the Ghaznin was decorated for his services after the rout of the 
Mongol auxiliaries (ibid., p. 119: 8). 
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ment of his plans for conquering the trans-Indus regions, however, 
had its consequences over the ensuing decades for Afghanistan 
also. 

It ensured that the Mongol amirs of Mawara’ al-nahr retained 
control of the territories south of the Ämüya even during the 
chaotic period following Tarmashirin’s death. In this the simul- 
taneous decline of the power of the Ilkhäns in Iran undoubtedly 
played some part. But the Persian Mongols had not constituted a 
positive threat in eastern Khuräsän since the second decade of the 
century, when Öljeitü had first put his own client in command of the 
Negüderi Mongols of the Ghaznin region!5? and had then established 
the renegade Chaghatayid prince Yasa’ur in the Amüya border- 
lands.19? Subsequently, the Chaghatai khans had reasserted over 
these regions an ascendancy which had been only briefly disturbed 
by the likhàn's forces in 726/1326.17° Now, with the collapse of 
Muhammad's ambitions of conquest in Afghanistan, the Mongol 
amirs were secure from every quarter. An attempt by the Chaghatai 
khan Qazan, under whom the central power enjoyed a temporary 
resurgence, to overthrow the chief of them, Qazaghan, ended in the 
khan's defeat and death in 747/1346.17 During the paramountcy 
of Qazaghan, whose summer quarters were at Münk in Khuttalàn 
and whose winter residence was Sali Saräi on the Amiiya,!”* the 


19 Kashani, ed. Hambly, pp. 152-3 & 201-2. Saifi, Tärikh-näma-yi Herat, 
ed. М. Z. Siddiqi, Calcutta 1944, pp. 595-8. René Grousset, “L’Empire des 
Steppes," Paris 1939, p. 413. 

19 Kashani, pp. 218-9. Saifi, pp. 640-5. Vassäf, lithog. ed. Bombay, pp. 
613: 11-614: 3. Häfiz-i Abrü, ed. Bayani, text vol. I, pp. 61-5 & 67-8. Spuler, 
“Die Mongolen in Iran," 2nd ed., pp. 115-6. Grousset, op. cit., pp. 413-4. 
i70 Supra, page 7. The Ghaznin had assumed some importance under Tar- 
mashirin, in whose reign it was ruled by “the chief of his amirs and his close 
confidant,” Boroldai (Gibb, op. cit., vol. ПІ, pp. 561 & 589): his jurisdiction 
extended as far north as Qunduz (ibid., pp. 585—6). We are told nothing of 
Boroldai's fate, but when in 759/1358 Qazaghan refused to bestow Boroldai's 
ulus on the latter's son Qutlugh Temür, the disgruntled claimant killed him, 
only to be slain himself by Qazaghan's supporters; Zafar-nàma, vol. I, pp. 
38: 20—39: 9 (the text is defective: MS Add. 6538, fol. 110v: 6, calls Qutlugh 
Temür explicitly); cf. also Hafiz-1 Abra’s Zubdat al-tawarikh in Tauer, 
“Histoire des conquétes de Tamerlan,” vol. IT, commentary, p. 11: 1-10. 

11 Vide especially Natanzi, Muntakhab al-tawärikh-i Mu‘tni, ed. Aubin, 
p. 116: 8ff. 

17 Zafar-näma, vol. I, p. 38: 12ff.; Nizam-i Shümi, ed. Tauer, text vol. I, 
p. 14: 28. Cf. Muntakhab al-tawàrikh- Мит, pp. 197 & 200: here Qazaghan 
is said (p. 197: 5) to be of the Qaraunas (JJ), and his sons are described. (p. 
197: 17f.) as fleeing on his death to Kabul and the Ghaznin. Certainly we 
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Mongols of Mawara’ al-nahr once more turned their attention to the 
regions lying south of the river: not now towards Hindustan - 
since the amir was, as we have seen, on friendly terms with Muham- 
mad -, but towards eastern Khuräsän, where in 752/1351-2 an 
expedition led by Qazaghan himself reduced to vassalage the malik 
of Herat, Mu‘izz al-din Husain Kurt.173 This victory has not received 
the attention it deserves. It was obtained not over some moribund 
and effete power, but over a dynasty whose city had defied numerous 
attacks by ПЕҺапв and Chaghatayids alike,174 and whose growing 
strength and independence had recently found expression in an 
invasion of Sistän, in the defeat of the Sarbadärs, and in the 
assumption of the full insignia of royalty.!?5 It signifies that at this 


find his grandson Husain (later Timür's chief rival) at Kabul in 761/1360 
when he headed the revolt against the amir Buyan Süldüs (Zafar-nàma, vol. 
I, p. 48: 20). All this suggests that the family’s power base was in this region. 
On Mink, the later Baljuan, vide Bartol'd, “Turkestan down to the Mongol 
invasion” (tr. Gibb), new ed. London 1968, p. 69. 

173 Zafar-nama, vol. І, pp. 32-6. Tauer, “Сіпа Opuscules de Häfiz-i Abrü,’” 
Prague 1959 (Archiv Orientálnf, Supplementa V), text pp. 38—43. It appears 
that Qazaghan permitted raids on Hindüstan after the death of his ally 
Muhammad Tughluq: Barani, p. 601; Tärikh-ı Mubärakshähi, р. 127: 1ff. 
(where a Mongol raid on D&öpälpür in 759/1358 is reported). 

174 A list of the various attempts on Herat over the preceding hundred years 
recorded Бу Saifi is to be found in I. P. Petrushevskiy, “Trud Seyfi, kak 
istochnik po istorii Vostochnogo Khorasana” (in “Trudy Yuzhno-turk- 
menistanskoy arkheologicheskoy kompleksnoy ekspeditsii," vol. V, Ashkha- 
bad 1955), pp. 140-2. 

175 Zafar-nama, vol. I, pp. 30-2. Tauer, “Оша Opuscules," text p. 37: 13ff., 
where Husain’s assumption of the insignia of royalty is dated immediately 
after his victory over the Sarbadärs in 743/1342. The Sistän campaign had 
occurred in 734/1333—4 (Ihyà' al-mulük, ed. M. Sutuda, Tehran 1966/1344s., 
р. 95): it had resulted in compromise, but its significance lies in the fact that no 
previous attempt on the part of the Kurt maliks to expand into Sistän is 
recorded since the 650’s (cf. Saifi, pp. 233—43, & Tarikh-1 Sistan, ed. M. Sh. 
Bahar, Tehran 1935/1314s., pp. 398—9). Malik Husain’s more successful 
offensives against the Mongol &mirs of the Arulat and the Apardi, south of 
the Ámüya, were the immediate cause of Qazaghan's intervention; Zafar- 
nama, vol. I, р. 32: 2f.; Tauer, “Cinq Opuscules,” text p. 38. On the growth 
in the dynasty’s authority over Khuräsän since the fall of the Chaghatayid 
prince Yase'ur, vide Saifi, pp. 737-9, 142—6, 754-65, & 771-3. 

Ibn Battüta's assertion (tr. Gibb, vol. III, p. 580) that malik Husain had 
become a vassal of the Delhi sultan — at some point during the later 740’s, 
from the context, since this allegedly occurred after the death of Husain’s 
relative, malik Varna (cf. note 159 ibid.) — is not confirmed elsewhere, and 
runs counter to all our other evidence concerning the dynasty’s fortunes in 
these years. It may well be based on a misunderstanding of formalities — e.g. 
of the use of Muhammad’s name in the khutba at Herat, possibly: for an 
example of such confusion, vide D. Ayalon m “Тре Great Yäsa of Chingiz 
Khan. A Re-examination (C1),” SI XXXVI (1972), pp. 137ff. 
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time the expansionist tendencies of the Mongols of Mäwarä’ al-nahr 
were at their height. 

When the effort was made after Qazaghan’s death to contain 
these tendencies, it was neither from Iran nor from India, but from 
the east — from the so-called Jata Mongols - that the challenge came. 
Their khan Tughlug Temiir (died 765/1364) overran, in the course 
of his second invasion, the territory as far south as the passes of the 
Hindi Kush, where he spent the spring and summer of 762/1361.179 
He was nevertheless unable to establish any permanent hegemony 
over the amirs of Mäwarä’ al-nahr, one of whom, Timür, was thereby 
granted the opportunity to build up his own authority in this 
region over the next decade, and to begin a career of conquest in 
which the rulers of Jata, the various successors of the Ilkhäns in 
Iran, and the Tughlugid sultan of Delhi were alike subjected to 
humiliating defeat. 


Abbreviations used: 


CAJ = Central Asiatic Journal 

GJ = Geographical Journal 

IA == Indian Antiquary 

IC = Islamic Culture 

IHQ = Indian Historical Quarterly 
JA = Journal Asiatique 


JAS = Journal of the Asiatic Society 

JPHS = Journal of the Pakistan Historical Society 

JRAS = Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society 

MIOF = Mitteilungen des Instituts fir Orientforschung 

SI = Studia Islamica 

ZDMG = Zeitschrift der deutschen morgenländischen Gesellschaft 


176 Nizäm-i Shami, ed. Tauer, text vol. I, p. 19: 1f.; cf. also Häfiz-i Abrü’s 
emendations in vol. П, commentary p. 15: 6f. Zafar-ndma, vol. I, p. 59: 108. 
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REVIEWS 


Gerhard Doerfer, Lautgesetze und Zufall, Betrachtungen zum 
Omnicomparativismus (= Innsbrucker Beiträge zur Sprachwissen- 
schaft, Band 10), Innsbruck, 1973, 130 pages in 8. (Offset). Price 
oS 160,-. 


Languages not related to each other sometimes possess words that are not 
borrowings and yet are similar as far as their phonetic forms and meanings 
are concerned. Thus Turkish omuz ‘shoulder’ (= Mongolian omuriyun ‘ster- 
num’) resembles Gr. duoc ‘shoulder’ (= Lat. humerus with a secondary h-), 
and Mongolian gota ‘enclosure for sheep, wall, city’ and Khalkha zoto id. is 
not very different from Russian cata ‘hut, peasant’s house’ < Old Hungarian, 
cf. Hung. ház ‘house’ (cf. Finnish kota) < Avesta kata ‘house, a hole m the 
ground.’ On the other hand, there is also German Kate ‘hut’ with which the 
Russian word is not connected. However, only an amateur might be tempted 
to compare such words. 

On the other hand, some language families such as Finno-Ugric and Indo- 
European have common words widely spread in all languages belonging to 
the respective families, e.g., Fin. vest (stem vete-) ‘water’ and Russ. voda 
id. (IE *yed-); Fin. suola < *söla ‘salt’ and Lat. sal id., etc. These and some 
other words are not isolated but constitute a whole group. They are not 
borrowings in Finno-Ugric from IE or vice versa, and therefore they are 
regarded, by some scholars, as evidence of original affinity (““Urverwandt- 
schaft") of FU and IE. Similar words occur not only in the language families 
mentioned but also in Semito-Hamitic, Altaic, Dravidian, and Kartvelian 
etc. This large group comprising the language families mentioned is called 
Nostratic, a term coined by Pedersen. It is possible and even probable that 
Proto-Indo-European, Proto-Uralie, Proto-Altaic, ete. were directly or in- 
directly (?.e., through various intermediaries) related to each other, having 
branched off from still older proto-languages or even one proto-language but 
this cannot be proven. Not long ago, a new comparative dictionary of the 
Nostratic languages by the late Illié-Svityó was published, which was reviewed. 
by Sir Clauson (J RAS 1973, 46-53) and by the author of these lines (FUF 
XXXIX, 366—369). It contains a large and very interesting material but the 
mutual affinity of the languages In question and the existence of such a 
linguistic group is still a hypothesis. 

Doerfers book under review is directed against indiscriminate comparison 
of words and especially against the Nostratic theory. One can only agree 
with Doerfer in many cases but in some instances his statements are open to 
criticism. In the opinion of the undersigned, the most conspicuous weakness 
of Illié-Svityé's work is that he often treats as Altaic such words which occur 
only in Turkie or only in Tungus or only in Mongolian, not having satisfactory 
etymologies. This weakens, of course, the Nostratic ebymologies established 
by Ilhé-Svityó, not to mention other shortcomings criticized by Doerfer. The 
undersigned. is, however, far from labelling the Nostratic theory as useless or 
lacking any scholarly value. The fact that a large group of languages has 
numerous words which are similar in sounding and have more or less the same 
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meanings deserves attention. It is true that, under the present circumstances, 
satisfactory explanations cannot be found, and the assumption that the 
languages in question are “urverwandt” is only a hypothesis which is 
difficult to prove. But is this not a sign that our present knowledge is inade- 
quate rather than the Nostratic theory is faulty ? At a later time, when more 
languages and their history will be known better, a collection of phonetically 
similar words with the same meanings, taken from so many languages might 
prove useful and valuable. Himself a neogrammarian, the undersigned is 
fully aware, however, that comparative linguistics has not attained its ultimate 
perfection (if ultimate perfection is attainable at all). 

Another object of Doerfer’s criticism is the laryngeal theory in Indo- 
European comparative linguistics. This is a difficult problem which certainly 
can. be discussed best by someone as highly qualified in this particular field as 
Benveniste and Kurylowiez which the author of these lines is not. The names 
of scholars who have made important contributions to the laryngeal theory 
are, however, so impressive that 1t seems impossible to dismiss their theory 
as lacking foundation. 

As for the rest, Doerfer’s work deserves attention as a careful examination 
of a large number of etymologies and doubtful interpretations. At the end of 
his interesting book (p. 122), Doerfer summarizes his views and demands that 
an end be put to what he calls “omnicomparativism.” But here the question 
arises: how ? 


Seattle Nicholas Poppe 


Sprachwissenschaftliche Ergebnisse der deutschen Turfan-For- 
schung. Text-Editionen und Interpretationen von Albert August 
von Le Coq, Friedrich Wilhelm Karl Miller, Willi Bang, Anne- 
marie von Gabain, Gabdul Rašid Rachmati, Wilhelm Thomsen. 
Gesammelte Berliner Akademieschriften 1908-1938. Mit Vor- 
wort von Georg Hazai. Bd. I: 623 pp. und 24 Tafeln, Bd. II: 
411 pp. und 25 Tafeln. 


Zentralantiquariat der Deutschen Demokratischen Republik, 
Leipzig 1972. 


In der Serie: Opuscula — Sammelausgaben seltener und bisher 
nieht selbstándig erschienener wissenschaftlicher Abhandlungen 
— unter Mitwirkung von Rudolf Fischer und Rudolf Grosse her- 
ausgegeben von Werner Peek. Bde. ПТ, 1 und 2. 


Es ist nicht notwendig, an dieser Stelle die Bedeutung der Turfan-Forschung, 
an der Deutschland den führenden Anteil hatte, besonders zu würdigen, zu- 
mal Georg Hazai das in seiner Einleitung zu der Ausgabe bereits in bester 
Weise getan hat. Hier soll vor allem der Forschungsgruppe Turfan der 
Deutschen Akademie der Wissenschaften zu Berlin für ihren Vorschlag an 
das Zentralantiquariat in Leipzig, die Ergebnisse der Turfan-Forsehung ge- 
sammelt zu reproduzieren, gedankt werden, sowie dem Zentralantiquariat für 
die Übernahme und die erstklassige Ausführung dieses Wiederveróffent- 
lichungsprojektes dankbare Anerkennung ausgesprochen werden. Jedem, der 
auf irgendeinem Gebiet der Altajistik, der Turkologie und der Central-Asien- 
Forschung arbeitet und immer wieder auf die Turfan-Texte zurückkommen 
muß, ist aus Erfahrung bekannt, mit welchen praktischen, „technischen“ 
Mühen und Umständen es möglich oder bisweilen sogar unmöglich war, die 
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Veróffentlichungen der Berliner Akademie der Wissenschaften in die Hand 
zu bekommen. Die Folgen von Fascismus und Krieg taten noch das Ihrige ` 
dazu, und in manchen Bibliotheken waren die Veróffentlichungen der Berliner 
Akademie überhaupt nicht vorhanden oder wurden nicht ausgeliehen. Daß 
nunmehr die turkologischen Arbeiten auf dem Gebiet der Turfan-Forschung 
leicht und umstandslos zugänglich gemacht worden sind, wird nicht nur von 
den älteren und jüngeren Forschern lebhaft begrüßt, sondern bedeutet zu- 
gleich eine wesentliche Erleichterung und Förderung der Arbeit, die sich zu 
Gunsten der Orientalistik, vor allem der Turkologie, auswirken wird. 

Die Turfan-Arbeiten sind in folgender Weise auf die beiden Bände verteilt: 

Bd. I enthält die Uigurica I-IV von FWK Müller und A. у. Gabain; die 
uigurische Hüen-tsang-Biographie von A. у. Gabain; die Manichaica I-II 
von v. Le Coq; auf den letzten 100 Seiten Kleinere Textinterpretationen von 
v. Le Coq und V. Thomsen; es folgen die 24 Tafeln am Ende des Bandes. 

Bd. II ist ganz den 7 Türkischen Turfan-Texten von Bang, Gabain und 
Rachmati gewidmet. Nach TT V folgt, Titel und Chronologie entsprechend, 
der Analytische Index zu den fünf ersten Stücken der Türkischen Turfan- 
Texte, der neben dem inzwischen erschienenen Ap евнетюркький Словарь 
immer noch seinen Wert behält. Die 15 Tafeln zu den TT I-VII beschließen 
den Band. 

Die Fortsetzung der TTT, die Hefte УТП-Х von А. v. Gabain, sind nicht 
in diese Ausgabe aufgenommen worden, mit der Begründung, daß diese, in 
den 50er Jahren publiziert, noch erhältlich sind. Aber in Anbetracht der Be- 
deutung der gesamten Neuausgabe, die noch lange Jahre hindurch benutzt 
werden wird, und der Wahrscheinlichkeit, daß die Stücke VIII-X der 
Türkischen Turfan-Texte, die als solche nunmehr eingestellt worden sind, in 
absehbarer Zeit vergriffen sein werden, wäre es vielleicht doch ratsam gewesen, 
TT VIII-X in diese Ausgabe miteinzuschließen. 

Die äußere Form, wie die Qualität des Papieres, des Schriftbildes und der 
Tafeln, und der schóne und haltbare Einband ist ganz der Bedeutung des 
Werkes angemessen. 


New York, Columbia University Karl H. Menges 


G. J. RAMSTEDT AND ALTAIC LINGUISTICS 


by 
PENTTI AALTO 
Helsinks 


The genetic affinity of the languages now called Finno-Ugric was 
originally proposed on the basis of very superficial observations. 
On similar grounds, Johannes Schefferus (1621-79) in his work 
Lapponia (1673) tried to connect the Finnish and Lapp languages 
with the then very little known Samoyed. The Berlin professor 
Wilhelm Schott (1802—89) studied the languages called Altaic and 
regarded them as relatives of the Finno-Ugric languages. At that 
time the results of the Finno-Ugric studies by the Hungarian scholar 
Samuel Gyarmathi (1751—1830) represented a really advanced achiev- 
ment n their method, which relied on grammatical comparisons for 
instance. The Danish philologist Rasmus Rask (1787-1832), who 
actually detected the principle of the laws of historical phonetic 
developments, combined a great number of languages of the Old 
World in a large linguistic family. 

The comparative method of Franz Bopp (1791-1867), the founder 
of Indo-European comparative linguistics, was well known in Fin- 
land when М. А. Castrén (1813-1852) published his first dissertation 
in 1839. A younger contemporary of the latter, Herman Kellgren 
(1822—1856), studied Sanskrit in Germany, and in 1846 presented 
a paper “Оп the Formation of the Plural in the Altaie languages" 
before a congress of German philologists in Iena.! 

M. A. Castrón was also interested in the possible relationship of 
the Finnish language with Turkic, Moñgolian, and Tungus, but 
considered actual knowledge of all of them insufficient: “Up to now 
we have not even known the character and the laws governing the 
Finnish family of languages: how would it be reasonable to compare 


1 'This lecture was published in the Jahresbericht der DMG 1846 and m an 
enlargened draft separately under the title Die Grundzüge der Finnischen 
Sprache mit besonderer Rücksicht auf den Ural-Altaischen Sprachstamm Беш a 
1847). я 
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this z with the Mongolian z” he wrote in a letter to J. W. Snellman 
(cf. further N EF II pp. 163-164). A couple of years earlier, however, 
he had told the same person of his aim to show that “we Finns are 
not a lonely people outside world history, but related to at least 
a sixth part of mankind.” The mixing of linguistic with anthro- 
pological affinity seems to have been a very common mistake. The 
migrations of languages are in general explained as migrations of 
peoples, and thus Castrén later wanted to place the “cradle” of the 
Finns in the Altai area. In his professorial dissertation De affixis 
personalibus linguarum Altascarwm (Helsinki 1850) and in his aca- 
demic lectures, Castrén regarded the affinity of Finno-Ugrie and 
Samoyed with the Tungus-Mongol-Turkic group as proven. However, 
he had acquired this conviction with most arduous labour in the 
course of his great journeys in Northern Russia, Siberia and Mongolia 
in 1841—49. In order to clear up the relationships between Finnish 
and Mongolian, Castrén worked systematically through the inter- 
lying languages. Having investigated the eastern Finno-Ugrie lan- 
guages, he came to the Samoyeds and established the relationship 
of their language with Finno-Ugric. When he investigated the Turkic 
languages in the Yenisei area, he regarded them as related to 
Samoyed, and being the very first scholar to have studied spoken 
Mongolian and Tungus, he considered it possible to connect these 
languages with the Turkic ones. 

Castrén's successors to the chair of Finnish at the Helsinki 
University also showed interest in Turkic languages. Thus August 
E. Ahlqvist (1826-89) investigated Kazan Tatar and Chuvash, 
though he did not publish his material. He seems in any case to 
have approved of the suggested affinity between the “Uralic” and 
the “Altaie” groups of languages. In the same way Arvid Genetz 
(1848-1915) in his Kazan Tatar grammar states that the Finno- 
Ugric and Turko-Tatar languages, together with Samoyed, Mongol 
and Manchu-Tungus, form the “Altaic” family of languages. 

Otto Donner (1835-1909) studied Indo-European linguistics in 
order to apply its methods to the study of Finno-Ugric. During his 
stay in Germany he published a treatise on Das Personalpronomen 
in den Altaischen Sprachen I, Die Finnische Sprache (Berlin 1865). 
Later, as lecturer and professor of Sanskrit and Comparative 
Philology he pleaded especially for the intensification of Finno-Ugric 
and Altaic studies: the terminology was still rather vague. Through 
the efforts of Donner the Finno-Ugrian Society was founded in 1883 
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to organize and support all branches of the Finno-Ugric and Altaic 
studies initiated by Castrén. In 1893 he proposed to the Society that 
a Finnish scholar should be sent to Turkestan and Mongolia to study 
the local languages and to carry out archaeological investigations, 
above all to look for ancient inscriptions. 

It was 1897, however, before Donner was able to find a fitting 
person for these tasks, his former pupil Gustaf John Ramstedt 
(1873-1950). Ramstedt had originally studied Theology and Oriental 
Languages but early enough changed to Sanskrit, Swedish (his 
mother tongue), and other philological subjects. After taking his 
degree in 1895, he worked as teacher of Swedish in the Swedish 
Lyceum in Turku, his home town. Donner invited Ramstedt to 
Helsinki, and there, financially supported by Donner, Ramstedt 
began to prepare himself for the planned journey of exploration to 
Mongolia. In particular, he studied phonetics, Finno-Ugric languages, 
and Russian. In order to exercise himself in the field methods 
developed by the Finno-Ugric scholars, Ramstedt in 1898 investi- 
gated the language of the so-called Mountain Cheremis on the 
Middle Volga. Since most Finno-Ugrie peoples at that time were 
still totally lacking in literatures, language studies had to be con- 
centrated on the spoken languages, and special methods, together 
with very exact phonetical transcription systems, had been devel- 
oped for the purpose of noting down linguistic materials. The 
Kalevala had proved the great importance of folklore to knowledge 
of the original national culture of peoples, as well as of their original 
and pure languages. The explorers studying native languages there- 
fore always paid special attention to the folkloric traditions of the 
peoples concerned. Ramstedt’s Cheremis studies resulted in a public- 
ation,? to which he gave the final touches during a stay of some 
weeks in Kazan. Here he also acquainted himself with the Kazan 
University, one of the foremost seats of oriental scholarship in 
Russia and in Europe. He had originally planned to start his Mongol 
studies with old Literary Mongolian, but Professor N. F. Katanov, 
the famous Turkologist of the University, who also knew Mongolian, 
persuaded him that the literary language would be of no real use 
and that it was therefore most practical to start learning spoken 
Mongolian immediately. Ramstedt had intended to study Turkic 


з Bergtscheremissische Sprachstudien (MSFOu XVII, Helsingfors 1902, 
xii + 219 pp.). 
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languages in Kazan, but now he decided to concentrate on Mongolian, 
until Katanov had first published his rich Turkic collections.? In 
the winter Ramstedt thus travelled with his family to Urga, where a 
Norwegian missionary, О. S. Naestegaard, helped him to acquaint 
himself with the population and its language. In a very short time 
Ramstedt acquired a practical command of the Khalkha dialect, 
which very much differs from the written Mongolian of the old 
literature. While collecting Mongolian words for an exhaustive 
dictionary he soon became aware of the necessity of being able to 
draw on Turkic and Manchu-Tungus materials for etymological 
purposes. In a letter to Donner (Urga, Jan. 21, 1900) he asked for a 
copy of Radloff’s dictionary, and for all available sources for Manchu- 
Tungus. As soon as he received the dictionary he wrote (May 5, 
1900) that it had already fully proved its usefulness for explaining 
Mongol words. After wide journeys in the country, during which he 
gathered a large amount of linguistic and folkloristic materials, 
Ramstedt was compelled to leave Mongolia on the outbreak of the 
Boxer Uprising. He settled in Troitskosavsk, where he continued 
his studies and also visited the neighbouring Buriats. 

In a letter to Donner (Troitskosavsk, December 11, 1900) Ram- 
stedt points out that the oldest religious terminology in Mongolian 
is clearly Turkic and even contains words of Iranian origin. These 
must also have come through Turkic. On the other hand, the oldest 
vocabulary in Turkic and Mongolian shows very many common 
features. The farther back in time one goes, the less difference there 
seems to be between the two languages. 

When Ramstedt started his journey home he sent his collections 
by goods train, for the sake of economy, with the result that they 
were stolen. The Siberian railway authorities paid an indemnity, 
but the scientific loss was of course beyond repair. According to his 
letters Ramstedt had already in Troitskosavsk started to describe 
the verbal derivation and flexion of Mongolian. After recovering from 
the depression caused by the loss of his invaluable material, he 
wrote his doctoral dissertation Ueber die Konjugation des Khalkha- 
Mongolischen (MSFOu XIX) in 1902 on the basis of some note- 
books and with the help of his phenomenal memory. Comparing the 
forms of the spoken dialects with those of old literary Mongolian 
Ramstedt tried to reconstruct the ancient “Common Mongolian" 


3 Letters from Kazan to Donner on Sept. 16, and to Setälä on Oct. 13, 1898. 
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forms and then to compare them which the Turkic and Manchu- 
Tungus forms which in his opinion could be regarded as etymologi- 
cally related. Some of these identifications were to be found in earlier 
works by Boehtlingk, Radloff, Katanov and others (Ramstedt in a 
letter to Donner, August 22, 1901). In a later letter (June 30, 1902) 
Ramstedt described it as noteworthy that it was expressly the 
oldest Mongolian suffixes that seemed to be quite similar to the 
older Turkic forms, while most of the similarities in Manchu looked 
like older or younger loans from Mongol dialects. He therefore did 
not yet dare to express any definite stand as to the Mongol-Manchu 
affinity problem. As the list of the literature used by Ramstedt 
shows (0.c.p. xxiiff.) he had had several of the more important 
Turkological appliances at his disposal, in addition to his practical 
knowledge of Turkic. For the Tungus languages there were only 
Castrén’s grammar and vocabulary, and Zakharov’s Manchu gram- 
mar and dictionary. Ramstedt himself had in Siberia met and 
interviewed some Tungus-speaking persons. 

In the Introduction to the dissertation Ramstedt (p. vii) sum- 
marizes his standpoint at that time as follows: 


Es kann dem kritischen leser tiberaus dreist erscheinen, wenn ich das mongo- 
lische mit den türkisch-tatarischen dialekten und auch mit dem mand- 
schurischen zusammenstelle, ehe die lautgeschichte dieser sprachen „end- 
gültig” bearbeitet worden ist. Ich habe aber bei den grossen übereinstimmun- 
gen, die ich gefunden, nicht anders verfahren können, trotz des skeptischen 
standpunktes, den ich gegen “‘ursprachen”’ und “urgemeinschaft” überhaupt 
einnehme. Ich sehe also eine menge augenscheinlicher ähnlichkeiten, die 
wegen der geringen kenntnisse der hierhergehörigen sprachen mir im grunde 
immer unklar geblieben; ob es entlehnungen sind und dann in welcher rich- 
tung, vermag ich nicht zu sagen — darum die unbestimmten ausdrücke: 
"mongoliseh-türkisch," “mongolisch-mandschurisch” usw. Wenn die hoch- 
asiatischen nomadenvölker, die durch keine feste grenzen, bestimmte bau- 
plätze u. ähnl. von einander zu trennen sind, jahrtausende hindurch zu- 
sammen gelebt und gestritten und währenddessen, sagen wir, z.B. 99% 
lehnwörter hin und wieder aufgenommen, ist das schon eine gemeinsame 
"ursprache" ? Ich denke, dass die konjugation einen wichtigen bestandteil 
der sprache ausmacht; wenn also diese im türkisch-tatarischen und mongoli- 
schen in so hohem grade, wie ich es glaube gezeigt zu haben, gleiche formen 
aufweist, sind wohl jedenfalls die völker auch einander näher zu stellen, als 
man es bisher gethan. Über die stellung des tungusischen zum mongolischen 
kann ich noch weniger ins klare kommen, weil das tungusische überhaupt gar 
zu dürftig untersucht ist. Dagegen kann ich die übereinstimmungen zwischen 
dem mandschurischen und dem mongolischen in den meisten fällen als 
ältere oder jüngere entlehnungen aus dem letzteren erklären. 


In his review of Ramstedt’s work, published in thé Hungarian 
journal KSz (IV, 1903, p. 111#.) Willy Bang criticized his method 
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of speaking of conjugation in spite of the clearly nominal character 
of the Mongol verb: “Warum nicht lieber die ganze Suffixlehre des 
Khalkhassischen auf einmal vor unseren Augen entrollen ?”. Ram- 
stedt’s second paper Das Schriftmongolische und die Urgamundart 
phonetisch verglichen (JSFOu XXI, 2, 1903), the manuscript of 
which he had mailed home from Urga, was of fundamental impor- 
tance for the historical study of Mongolian. Practically no attention 
at all was paid to the outer relationships of Mongolian in this. 
Though Ramstedt had originally aimed his studies at the investiga- 
tion of Mongolian, the facts themselves had made him to turn his 
attention to the relationship problem. However, even when he 
continued his studies he concentrated on Mongolian. The University 
granted Ramstedt a scholarship for a Journey through Afghanistan, 
Ladakh, Tibet, Outer and Inner Mongolia and Manchuria to the 
Buriats on the Lena, due to take three years. His aim was primarily 
to visit the Mongol tribes which were very little known or totally 
unexplored. In March 1903 he started his studies among the 
Kalmucks on the Volga, gathering grammatical, lexical and folkloric 
materials. These Kalmuck studies were meant to be a preparation 
for his planned journey to the Mongols of Afghanistan, since the 
language of the latter was known to show a closer relationship with 
Western Mongolian, i.e., Kalmuck, specifically. When it proved 
impossible to enter Afghanistan proper, Ramstedt travelled to the 
fortress Kushka on the Russo-Afghan frontier. By a lucky chance he 
found two workers from the Afghan side who spoke the Moghol 
language. In spite of many difficulties, Ramstedt in four days 
succeeded in writing down some 200 phrases containing about 500 
different words. Having. caught a very severe bout of malaria, 
however, he had to send his teachers home and return to Helsinki. 
Notwithstanding the limited material, Ramstedt’s publication 
Mogholica (JSFOu XXIII, 4, 1905), resulting from this journey, 
was the basis of our knowledge of that language for more than 
fifty years. In his vocabulary Ramstedt quotes the corresponding 
forms of Written Mongolian and notices the Persian loan words. 
References to other languages are scarce. 

In April 1904 Ramstedt had recovered so much that he was able 
to start his second journey to the Kalmucks. Living in Sarepta, he 
made excursions to the Baga-Chokhor and Don Kalmucks. In the 
autumn he visited Caucasia, investigating the languages of the 
Turkic Nogais and Kumyks. In a letter to Setàlà from Atsikulak 
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dated October 20, 1904, he says: “I would never have guessed that 
a closer investigation of the Tatar language would so much illustrate 
the history of Mongolian as has now proved to be the case. The Nogai 
language is very close to Kazan Tatar, a little more conservative and 
somewhat like Kirghiz perhaps. Radloff in St. Petersburg stated that 
Tatar had not been investigated from the point of view of Mongolian, 
since no Turkologist — not even Radloff himself — knows Mongolian 
more than nominally. He therefore thought that I would have the 
greatest use of this journey. That is true, indeed. There are already 
so many etymologies that I am not able to account for them. Every 
second word filed by me here seems to be an old acquaintance. Little 
by little I have detected all kinds of phonetic laws and criteria which 
prove previously unclear correspondences to be loans (more often 
from Mongolian into Tatar than the other way round) or older 
similarities. E.g., the Tatar dialects do not posses any initial n-, 
but where Mongolian shows an n-, Tatar has a y-. Even in an 
intervocalie position there is sometimes m Mongolian -r-, in Tatar 
-y-, thus originally -%- or a nasalized -y- as in Yakut as far as I 
remember ..." Since the Russo-Japanese war made it impossible 
to go to Mongolia Ramstedt proceeded via Omsk and Semipalatinsk 
to East Turkestan arriving at Chuguchak in May 1905. Here he 
studied the Onkor Solon dialect spoken only by some ten people at 
the Manchu garrison. However, his material, has not yet been 
published.* In Shiho and Urumchi Ramstedt then investigated the 
dialect spoken by the local Torguts, which turned out to be very 
closely related to that of the Volga Kalmucks. In October 1905 he 
wrote to Setälä on the margin of a letter “The Turco-Mongolian 
relations are continuously clearing up.” His servant Arsha being a 
very good teacher and story-teller, Ramstedt in a very short time 
acquired a mastery of Torgut. His journey home was a most adven- 
turous one because of the chaotic situation in Siberia resulting from 
the defeat in the war against Japan. At home in the summer of 1906 
Ramstedt revised his Kalmuck materials with the aid of two native 
Kalmucks, Sanji Bayanov and Nokhai Ochirov, invited to Finland 
for that purpose. As a result of his Kalmuck studies Ramstedt later 


* In 1907-08 the young Russian scholar Fedor V. Muromskij, а pupil of 
WI. Kotwicz, investigated the same language. His lexical collection was 
published by St. Kałużyński in 1971 m RO XXXI, 1 pp. 39-77, 2 pp. 
15-56. 
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published Kalmückische Märchen I-II (MSFOu XXVII 1-2, 1909- 
1919).5 | 

On the basis of his studies, Ramstedt in December 1906 - January 
1907 gave a number of lectures on the historical phonetics of Turkic 
and Mongolian at the University of St. Petersburg before an 
auditorium consisting of teachers and students of the Oriental 
Faculty and of several members of the Academy of Sciences. 

The very first time Ramstedt seems to have treated comparative 
Turko-Mongol morphology is to be found in an appendix to his 
short paper on the Mongol pronominal system (JSFOu XXIII, 
3, 1904-05). Here he proposes a somewhat intricate identification 


of the Mongol plural suffixes -s and -t with the -s- ~ -t- elements in 
the Turko-Yakut third person possessive suffixes. Räsänen seems 
not to have discussed the origin of the Turkic -s- ~ -t- in his com- 


parative grammar. According to Menges (The Turkic Languages and 
Peoples p. 114) Yak. -t- would be of demonstrative pronominal 
origin. 

The Indo-European languages usually serve as the model for . 
linguistic affinity. It seems, however, that they in fact reflect an 
exceptionally favourable incidental case. E.g., the relationship be- 
tween their numerals is far more thoroughgoing and clear than in 
other language families. Even Ramstedt’s statement in his paper 
“Ueber die Zahlwörter der altaischen Sprachen” (JSFOu XXIV, 1, 
1907) p. 1, that the Finno-Ugric numerals were a clear proof of the 
affinity of the languages, is exaggerated. As Collinder has pointed 
out (Hat das Uralische verwandte 1, Uppsala 1965, p. 112), the Finno- 
Ugric languages have only the cardinals ‘two’ — ‘six’ in common, 
and of these only ‘two’ has a correspondence in Samoyed. Conse- 
quently, in the Altaic languages the common word for ‘four’ (Turkic 
tört, Chuv. tóvat, Mo. dórben, Tung. Фот, duin, Kor. turi, NKor 
ndun ~ nei, all < *dó-) should thus constitute sufficient proof. In 
his paper, Ramstedt presents some critical notes about certain 
previous explanations of the “Altaic” (mainly Turko-Mongol) nu- 
merals, and diseusses the various words met with in this function. 
He is, for example, convinced of the identity of Mo. tkires ‘twins’ 
with the Turkic ikiz but cannot decide whether this results from a 
genetic affinity or whether it is a loan. In his own copy of this paper 


5 The rest of his Kalmuck and Torgut materials were published posthumously 
in JSFOu 58, 2, 1956, and 63, 1, 1962 and 67, 3, 1966. 
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he has later erased the latter alternative. In Ramstedt’s opinion the 
numerals in the Altaic languages were based on finger reckoning 
and often even perifrastic “code” expressions (Š 14 p. 9ff.). A secret 
reckoning with the fingers is known in India, too, and it might thus 
be of Central Asiatic origin. In his later lectures and hand-outs 
Ramstedt developed his theory further, and these results were 
gathered together by me in the third chapter (pp. 62-67) of the 
Morphology in Ramstedt’s Einführung. The Korean comparisons 
taken into account there seem to provide possible explanations for 
some of the unclear numerical expressions of the other Altaic 
languages: Turkic Khalaj hottuz ‘thirty’ (not quoted by me in the 
above connection) seems to speak in favour of Ramstedt’s com- 
parison of Turkic otuz with Kor. potigrt ‘bundle.’ It is a recognized 
fact that the earliest Proto-Indo-European system of numeration 
was obviously quinary and thus based on finger reckoning.* Even 
Ramstedt’s pupil Räsänen, in his Materialien zur Morphologie der 
türkischen Sprachen (SO XXI, 1957, p. 76), seems not to have 
considered the finger reckoning principle and thus cannot understand 
Ramstedt’s etymologies. It seems that Kor. tasat ‘five’ and Mo. 
tabun ‘five’ and Manchu tofo in tofo-yon ‘fifteen’ go back to an 
expression for ‘closed hand,’ while Kor. jel ‘ten,’ Mo. arban ‘ten’ 
would be ‘opened hand,’ just as Finnish kymmenen ‘ten’ must belong 
to kämmen ‘opened hand.’ Räsänen’s explanation (l.c.) of Ma. yon 
through Kor. pom ‘year’ and the Altaic words for ‘ten’ on etc. 
through a supposed Turkie *hon seems to be lacking in support, 
since Khalaj, which has preserved h- as the representative of the 
original *p- shows oun. In Samoyed the possible counterpart of 
Finnish viisi ‘five’ means ‘ten’! 

The most important of Ramstedt’s works on Kalmuck is his 
dictionary Kalmiickisches Wörterbuch (LSFOu ПТ) which he worked 
on ever since his first visit to the Kalmucks. In a letter to Setälä, 
Ramstedt in 1912 said that there are “impossibly many” words 
common to Mongolian and Turkic. In Turkic he was able to distin- 
guish at least two different historical stages, the older one being 


в О. Szemerényi, Studies in the Indo-Huropean System of Numerals, Heidel- 
berg 1960, passim. E. Polomé, “The Indo-European Numeral for ‘Five’ and 
Hittite panku “АП?” Pratidänam Kuiper, The Hague 1968, pp. 98-101. An 
important detail was explained by W. B. Henning in his paper “oktöfu)” in 
the Transactions of the Philological Society 1948, p. 69: Avestan asti ‘four 
fingers’ breadth, palm’ is derived from *asta( < *okto-) with the same suffix 
as ‘fist,’ OSL. pesti, AS fgst, OHG fist. 
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contemporaneous with Pre-Mongolian while the latter one was 
characteristically Turkic. Mongolian shows no traces of the latter 
except naturally in loan words of Turkic origin. The first sheets of 
the dictionary were given to the printers In 1917, but the work did 
not appear in print until 1935. Since Ramstedt went on working on 
the latter parts of the manuscripts until the thirties, they contain, 
for instance, more references to Korean correspondences than the 
beginning of the book. 

In 1909, with the money paid by the Siberian railway authorities 
for Ramstedt’s stolen luggage, the Society again sent him to 
Mongolia, accompanied by the archaeologist Sakari Pälsi. The 
expedition paid special attention to archaeological studies. First of 
all the Old Turkic inscriptions of the Tonyukuk monument in the 
Nalaikha valley and the Uigur inscription at Stidzi, discovered by 
Ramstedt during his first stay in Mongolia, were thoroughly in- 
vestigated and photographed. Near Shine-Usu the expedition suc- 
ceeded in finding a long, though fragmentary, Uigur inscription of 
special historical importance. Both of the Uigur inscriptions were 
published by Ramstedt in the Castrén Memorial Volume (JSFOu 
XXX, 1913-18). 

In 1912 Ramstedt again visited Mongolia together with the 
phonetician Arvo ‘Sotavalta. In addition to his archaeological in- 
vestigations, Ramstedt further supplemented his lexical materials 
of the Khalkha dialect and collected folklore. 

In an article entitled “Zu den samojedisch-altaischen Berührun- 
gen" (FUF 12, 1912, pp. 156-7) Ramstedt supposed that the word 
for ‘dog’ in Samoyed *wens might be connected with Tungus ‘dog’ 
nen < *yen& and further with Mo. gendü ‘male.’ The latter identifica- 
tion was based on the Finnish parallel koira ‘dog,’ koiras ‘male.’ 
When he sent his manuscript to Setälä, then the editor of the FUF, 
Ramstedt pointed out that his etymology was obviously very 
daring “but now and then one must dare.” In the Festschrift fiir 
Vilhelm Thomsen (Leipzig 1912) pp. 182-7 Ramstedt published a 
paper “Zur Geschichte des labialen Spiranten im Mongolischen.” 
In the Russian translation of his above study on the historical 
phonology of Mongolian (Sravnitel’naya fonetika mongol’skago pis’- 
mennago yazika i xalxasko-urginskago govora, St. Petersburg 1908, 
p. 19f.) he had explained the secondary long vowels in Mongolian as 
being due to a disappeared intervocalic -y-. This is often proved by 
the Tungus and Turkic correspondences. A comparison with these 
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latter shows, however, that in other cases Mongolian originally had 
an *-n- or *-w- ~ *-8-, which has also been lost and yielded similar 
secondary long vowels. In this article Ramstedt now investigated 
instances with an original -w-. However, in his material, only one 
case with a Tungus counterpart seems to occur (p. 184): Mo. nege- 
‘to open,’ Tung. ni-, Ma. nei-, while numerous Turkic correspondences 
. are quoted. Ramstedt assumed (p. 186) that an original *w- occurred 
in the reflexive suffix Mo. -ban ~ -iyan ~ -yan < *wan > Tung. mén 
‘self, own,’ for which he quotes even Samoyed, Ket and Kot parallels. 
At the end of his paper, Ramstedt points out that Mongolian was 
much more conservative with regard to the vowels of the non-first 
syllables and preservation of initial consonants like d-, j-, y-, n-, 
%-, all of which have in Turkic conglomerated into y-. In the “Ein- 
führung,” however, the whole question of an original *w seems to 
have been passed in silence. Instances like (p. 186) Mo. keüreg, 
kebereg, Kalm. kürəg, Kh. yewrak, Turkic Osm. güvräk, Kirg. küirök 
‘brittle, rotten’ are now (Einf. I p. 145) connected with Tung. 
kepul- ‘to break, Берите ‘tender,’ Kor. kebejeb- etc. ‘to be light’ 
(a still further explanation in SKE p. 82 s.v. kabajapta) etc. Ram- 
stedt has probably regarded the *w as a secondary representative 
of an older labial clusile, a possibility to which he already refers in 
his above paper, p. 187. | 

For bis own studies on the Uralic consonantal gradation Setala 
had asked Ramstedt to supply Altaic parallels. In a letter from 
Lahti dated March 15, 1912, Ramstedt refers to the above paper 
and quotes additional items showing alternations like g ~ y ~ Ø 
(e.g. Mo. 3egü-, Kalm. 20- ‘to dress, to put on’ ~ Turkic yäk- ‘to 
harness’), y ~ О, m — 0, m~y~@ (e.g. Yak. yomurduos ‘beetle’ 
~ Turkic gonuz ‘id.’ Alt. gös "3d. ~ Tung. kaper ‘id.’ ~ Мо. qour 
‘id.’; Mo. Turkic. доруи” ‘brown’ ~ Tu. *gour > Alt. gor ~ Chuv. 
yamar, Russ. коурый ~ каурый “brown, reddish’; Mo. Kalm. 0% 
‘inner side of cheek’ ~ Turkic. Osm. avurt, Tel. art < *onurtin). The 
alternation b — m, seems to be at least partially dependent on the 
following nasals (Mo. bi T : minu ‘my,’ ebür ‘fore, front side’: emüne 
‘before, in front of,’ etc.). 

Since 1906, Ramstedt, who worked in the country town Lahti 
as a school teacher, had also been a lecturer in Altaic Philology at 
the University, though he often had leaver of absence for his 
journeys and to prepare his material for print. In his lectures, he 
treated Tungus and the comparative morphology of Turkic and 
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Mongolian in addition to Mongolian. As a result of his more intensive 
investigations, he was able, in a paper entitled “Zur Verbstammbil- 
dungslehre der mongolisch-türkischen Sprachen” (JSFOu XXVIII, 
3, 1912), to present 18 suffixes occurring in both language groups. 
The Turkic material was taken from Radloff’s dictionary, from his 
Einleitende Gedanken zur Darstellung der Morphologie der Türk- 
sprachen, and from Gronbech’s Forstudier til tyrkisk lydhistorie, 
Thomsen’s Inscriptions de POrkhon, and the works of Ashmarin, 
Katanov, Boehtlingk, Yastremskiy, and Melioranskiy. Sometimes, 
Manchu-Tungus examples are also quoted from Castrén’s and 
Zakharov's works. 

In a paper called “Egy állítólagos török-mongol hangtórvény" 
(NK XLIT, 1913, pp. 69-74) Ramstedt criticized Gy. Németh’s 
article “Egy tórók-mongol hangtórvény" (NK XLI, 1911-12, р. 
401 ff.). According to Ramstedt, only one of Németh’s proposals 
was possible, i.e., the correspondence Turk. й- ~ Mo. &-. The 
equation Turkic taš ‘stone’ = Chuv. tul = Mo. &ilayun < *tilayun 
(Németh p. 404, Ramstedt p. 70) presumes, of course, an additional 
hypothesis like *?al’ > tas, which Ramstedt did not yet present 
here. He also mentions the explanations *§ > *Z > l and *z >r 
of the Turkic “lambdacism” and “rhotacism” given by Gombocz 
and Németh without any closer examination. 

Ramstedt also refers to Németh’s paper “Die türkisch-mongoli- 
sche Hypothese" (in ZDMG 66, 1912, p. 5ölff.). Here Németh on 
p. 565f. compares a number of words, i.e., designations for universal 
concepts like parts of body, etc. in all the three language families. 
Though admitting the triviality of the method, Németh pointed 
out that ib is in any case remarkable that there are hardly any 
clear-cut similarities even between two of the groups. To a certain 
extent the explanation, as the author notes, is that “einige türkische 
Wörter sind mit anderen mongolischen Wörtern in Verbindung zu 
setzen." A more thorough experiment of the same kind was carried 
out by the late Sir Gerard Clauson (“A Lexicostatistical Appraisal 
of the Altaic Theory," CAJ XIII, 1969, pp. 1-23), who used the 
basic vocabulary proposed by the glottochronologists. Because, 
however, he extracted his material only from the oldest available 
sources, which are both fragmentary and in many respects very 
limited and thus not representative, his method and, consequently, 
his results, too, seem open to criticism. On the other hand, Knut 
Bergsland and Hans Vogt, in their paper “On the Validity of 
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Glottochronology" (Current Anthropology 1962), have shown that 
the method does not work. Also Itkonen™ states the same (p. 390) 
regarding. Finnish and Ziryen as well as Finnish and Lapp. In my 
opinion, Németh’s and Clauson’s experiment should, nevertheless, 
be renewed using all the available lexical material. In the same 
paper (p. 569), Németh states of the affinity hypothesis “Wir 
brauchen eine tiefgehende Explikation der einzelnen Fälle, die mit 
Hilfe der Lautgesetze vor sich gehen soll." His belief that even 
suffixes can be loaned “ohne Ende und ohne Grenze” seems however 
to lack support from the known language groups. 

In another paper “Az 7 hang а mongolban ésatórókben" in the 
same volume of NK (pp. 229-238) Ramstedt treated the develop- 
ments he had sketched out in his letter to Setälä referred to above. 
Incidentally, Tungus correspondences also are quoted, such as Tung. 
nele- ‘to be frightened,’ Ma. gelme-, Mo. gelme-lXe- Ча? For the 
most part the paper discusses the corresponding cases in Mongol and 
Turkic and their further special developments like (p. 232) Mo. 
monyul: Chag. moyul: Оту. тої, or (p. 234) Turkic kógül ‘heart, 
breast’: Chuv. kómól ‘heart’: Sag. kö За’: Mo. kómüldürge ‘breast 
strap’; Мо. kümün ‘man’: Kalm. 016$ kümn: Kalm. kün: SH ku’un: 
Kh. yw. Tungus forms are also compared when the intervocalic 
cases are discussed (p. 233), e.g., Chag. büjüz ~ münüz ‘horn’, Kirgh. 
müjüz, Alt. müs, Yak. muos 'bone': Kalm. mórsn, OMo. mógórs: 
Tung. C minérsin; Tung. C tindn ~ tygen ‘breast,’ Ma. tungen: Мо. 
дей, Kh. ‘вал ‘breast’; Tung. C siyiksö ~ sóywwra: Mo. sigüderi 
‘dew’; Tung. С simyun, Go. sinmö ‘shadow’: Mo. següder, Kalm. 
stidr ‘id.’ 

In KSz XV, 1914-15, pp. 134-150, Ramstedt published a paper 
“Zur mongolisch-türkischen Lautgeschichte” (I and IL) investigating 
above all the representations of č and í in various positions in both 
language groups. There seems to be a clear correspondence between 
both groups except regarding Mo. či < *t and cases in which 
secondary distance assimilations or dissimilations have taken place. 
In some cases Ramstedt was able to quote parallels from the Tungus 
languages, too. As to Mo. 7, in Ramstedt’s transcription 3, the 
situation is rather complicated, since Mo. *d? > } and on the other 
hand in Turkic j- ~d- ~y- > y-. In most cases, however, he was 
able to clear up the relations and at the same time to correct certain 


вв Erkki Itkonen, Kieli ja sen tutkimus, Helsinki 1966. 
sb The Hungarian translations of certain Altaic words seem to be less reliable. 
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explanations of Radloff and Németh. Ramstedt’s own explanations 
are often so laconic that it is not easy to understand his real meaning, 
e.g., (р. 140) “In Fremdwórtern findet sich im Mongolischen bis- 
weilen š statt č, z.B. kh t#awgunts‘y ‘Nonne, schriftspr. Sibaganda 
< Sogd.; kh. ts“tyyar ‘Zucker,’ kalm. &kr ‘id.’ < Siker (<? P.). Im 
allgemeinen jedoch č, z.B. éagarig ‘Rad des Dachringes’”: in the 
first case б- is, of course, a Mongolian renovation instead of the 
correct $. The complicated etymology of the Turkic y-made it 
simpler to discuss it in the light of the Mongolian correspond- 
ences. This was done by Ramstedt in the third part of his study 
published in KSz XVI, 1915-16, pp. 66-84. References to Manchu- 
Tungus are here rather exceptional. On the other hand, the Mongol 
and Turkic correspondences are often so close to each other that it 
seems impossible to decide whether they represent genetically 
related forms or loans, cf. e.g., Mo. yara ‘wound’: Turkic yara, Mo. 
yala ‘punishment’: Turkic yala. However, as e.g., Itkonen points 
out (p. 89) old loan words which obey the phonetic laws can also be 
regarded as competent proofs of these and even of linguistic affinity 
(e.g. the Finno-Ugric representatives of the Aryan Sata). In the 
works of Ramstedt, loanwords of this type have often been used 
side by side with words of “Altaic” origin. 

Since Finland and Hungary were on opposite sides in the First 
World War, the publishing of scholarly papers in Hungary was a 
rather complicated procedure which was made possible by the bona 
officia of Danish and Swedish scholars. 

Already, Otto Donner’ had pointed out that the similarities in the 
material used to prove the affinity of the so-called “Altaic” languages 
were in fact too obvious, while the lawful regularity of the phonetical 
correspondences between non-similar words and forms is a much 
stronger proof of an original genetic affinity. When investigating the 
Manchu-Tungus languages more thoroughly, Ramstedt was able to 
detect an obviously regular correspondence between the words of 
different languages. Wilhelm Grube, in his Goldisch-deutsches Wörter- 
verzeichnis in 1900, had already noticed that a y- ~ h- or ZERO in 
some Tungus languages corresponded to a p- in others. In the 
specimens of Dagur published by A. O. Ivanovskiy (Mandjurica I, 
St. Petersburg 1894) Ramstedt found words with an initial -, 
which also occurs in some of the oldest literary monuments of 


т Ofversikt af den Finsk-Ugriska spräkforskningens historia, Helsingfors 
1872, p. 108f. 
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Mongolian, e.g., SH (available to him in the sample published by 
Pozdneev), Ibn Muhanna, Kirakos ete., while Classical Literary 
Mongolian and other living dialects have totally lost *p- and its 
reflexes. No remnants of an original *p- in the Turkic languages 
were known at that time. In his study “Ein anlautender stimmloser 
Labial in der mongolisch-türkischen Ursprache" (JSfOu XXXII, 
2, 1916-20) Ramstedt presented 43 etymologies, but only 8 also 
extended to the Turkic languages. 

In JA 1925, pp. 193-259, Paul Pelliot published a paper entitled 
"Les mots à № initiale, aujourd'hui amuie dans le mongol des ХПІ 
et XIV? siècles,” in which he stated (p. 194): “L’artiele de M. Ram- 
stedt sur l'existence d'une ancienne labiale sourde initiale en turco- 
mongol commun est une contribution importante à la phonétique 
comparée des langues altaiques." In addition to the sources used by 
Ramstedt, Pelliot also took into account the whole of the Secret 
History, the Hua- i-yü, Ibn Muhanna, Mannerheim's and Potanin’s 
material on the Shera-yógur and Shirongol languages as well as P. 
Schmidt’s and D. Shirokogoroff's Tungus vocabularies. Pelliot pres- 
ents ninety six instances from the oldest Mongolian sources in which 
the initial h- < *p- has been preserved. However, not all of these 
have clear-cut correspondences in Manchu-Tungus, and Turkic 
correspondences are relatively scarce. When Antoine Mostaert and 
A. de Smedt published their fundamental studies about the Monguor 
language, spoken by the Mongols in Kansu, in the thirties, it became 
clear that there the original *p- was represented by an f-. Ramstedt’s 
pupil Martti Räsänen was able to show (UJb 19, 1939, p. 101 ff. and 
Materialien I p. 21 and p. 167) that even in Turkic reflexes of the 
phase h- of the development from *p- to Ø- seem to be found. 

Ramstedt’s later studies on the Altaic affinity of Korean revealed 
that in this language, too, the original. *p- has been preserved, e.g. 
Kor. pul-li- ‘to steep’: Tung. Ol. puri- ‘to dive, Jurchen furis 
‘(to the) West,’ Mo. SH HI hérene ~ höröne ‘West,’ Turkic ördäk ~ 
hördäk ‘duck’; Kor. phul- ‘grass’: Tung. huli ‘childhood,’ Mo. öle 
‘fresh,’ Turkic öl ‘id.’, 010) ‘meadow,’ Chuv. valem ‘an armful of 
hay’; Kor. phul- ‘to rub, to grind’: Ma. furu-, Mo. SH hürü-, Мо. L 
ürü- ‘to whet,’ Turkic üz- ‘to break to peaces’; Kor. pil- ‘to pray’: 
Ma. firu-, Tung. hiruge- ‘id.’, hiruri ‘shaman,’ Mo. Q hirü’e-, Мо. L 
irüge- ^o pray’; etc. In the Turkic dialect of the Khalaj, especially 
in the subdialect Kondurud, we meet an #- which in many cases 
seems to occur expressly in those words which, according to the 
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testimony of the other Altaic languages, have or have had a p- 
(see V. Minorski, “The Turkish Dialect of the Khalaj," BSOAS X, 
1940—42, p. 418ff.). It seems that Khalaj has been able to preserve 
the A- in its phonological system, probably due to the influence of 
Persian, and that this sound then spread even into words with 
original initial vowels: the French adjective haut is a school instance 
of this generally known phenomenon. 

Ramstedt’s explanation of the development p- > f- >h- > @ 
has not, however, convinced all scholars. Clauson, for instance, 
admitted that the words in question no doubt belong together but 
denied their value as arguments for the affinity theory. In his opinion 
we have to start from the ZERO: “In certain circumstances an 
initial vowel became aspirated and ... the aspirate in due course 
became an f and the f a p” (J RAS 1956 p. 211 and BSOAS 24, 
1961, p. 304). A similar development seems to be suggested by 
Doerfer (JSFOu 65, 4 p. 6) “f vor Labialen wie in fuguor ‘Ochs’ 
... ist eher ... sekundäre Assimilation des im Mittelmongolischen 
entstandenen h- an den folgenden Labial.” Pelliot had in fact 
retorted to this kind of argument in his above study (p. 251 fn. 1): 
"La généralité du phénoméne, pour les mémes mots et pour eux 
seuls, sur l'ensemble des langues mongoles et toungouses, oblige à 
accepter que les changements se soient produits dans l'ordre indiqué 
par M. Ramstedt et par moi." In a later paper “Zwei wichtige 
Probleme der Altaistik" (J/SFOw 69, 4), however, Doerfer refutes 
the opinion of Clauson and defends Ramstedt’s law, but states: 
“die Formen mit A- sind im Türkischen erst nach der Mongolenzeit 
belegt, also in einer Zeit, wo das Türkische schon zahlreiche arabi- 
sche, persische und mongolische Lehnwörter mit h- aufgenommen 
hatte und ein Ў- also jedenfalls in seinem phonologischen System 
hatte." In a lecture to the Conference of German Orientalists in 
1968 (publ. in ZDMG Suppl. 1, Wiesbaden 1969, p. 721) he stated 
that the h- is “urtiirkisch” and has been preserved m Khalaj. In 
his paper about Khalaj in ZDMG 118, 1968, p. 105, Doerfer again 
declares that “Urtiirkisch” has had *р-, which later disappéared 
through *f- and *A-, and that all the forms in the other languages 
are loans from this '"Urtürkisch": his instances, like Türkie oyma 
‘feltsocks’ = Mo. hoyima-sun == Ma. fomon, allegedly borrowings 
from an “urtürkisch” *poyma, could often be enlargened with 
additional material, e.g. here with Samoyed hema ‘boot,’ рейта 
(Adelung und Fischer in Mser., see Joki p. 134) ‘gaiters’; Turkic 
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Tat. etc. ari$, Tu. Chag. Ozb. haral ‘plow,’ Az. harava ‘wagon,’ 
Eu. harao ‘sledge,’ Mo. aral ‘pole (of a vehicle), Ma. fara "d. 
sledge,’ Go. para ‘sledge,’ Kor. palgo ‘id.,’ etc. According to Doerfer, 
the older Turkic loan words in Mongolian show dialectal features 
characteristic of Bolgarian (TT' 71, 1966, p. 115): a hypothesis which 
seems to involve several historical and geographic difficulties, too. 

In Doerfer’s opinion (l.c. р. 112), the Mongol loan words in 
Manchu-Tungus represent a very old period since they show the 
"urmongolisch" p-: “So im Mandschu fulgiyan ‘rot’ (dschürtschen 
fulagian; im Nanaischen entspricht dem f- ein p-, das direkt ur- 
tungusisch ist) = mong. hula’an ( < *pulayan). Diese ältere Schicht 
dürfte aus einer Zeit vor dem 13. Jahrhundert stammen." It remains 
unclear whether he means that the Proto-Tungus p- has also been 
loaned from Mongolian, and if that be so, at what time. Doerfer 
refers to Ligeti's paper “Les anciens éléments mongols dans le 
mandchou”’ (АОН X, 1960, pp. 231-248). Here Ligeti (p. 237) makes 
a clear-cut distinction between original Manchu words and words 
loaned which both show an f-, as Jurchen words already did, while 
those of the Kin times still had a p-. Ligeti therefore proposes that 
the "Mongol" loans have been taken explicitly from Kitan into 
Jurchen as p-, but have then under the Ming given an f- both in 
Jurchen and Manchu. In Mongol the initial p- had thus been alive 
much later than it has generally been understood. However, I 
cannot see that Ligeti’s theory would support Doerfer’s explanation 
of the Turkic origin of the words concerned. 

A kind of dating of the development p- > f- > h- in Tungus 
might be found in the handling of the Chinese loanword p’ao ‘gun, 
rifle,’ in Tungus hd ~ Рио but in Mongol bi. 

In the Indo-European languages we meet a quite similar series of 
instances: e.g. Gr. патўр, Lat. pater, Sanskr. pitar-, Goth. fadar, 
Osset. fad, Arm. hayr, Old Irish athir ‘father’: the explanation that 
the other cases were loans from Irish taken at various stages of the 
development p- > @- would hardly gain any supporters. 

In a paper entitled “Suomalais-ugrilaisen komparatiivin alkupera”’ 
published in the Finnish review Virittäjä (21, 1917, pp. 37-39), 
Ramstedt explained the Finno-Ugric comparative in -m-pa-~ -em-pa- 
as a participle of a verb in -em-, comparing it to the Turkic com- 
parative in -raq which is a verbal noun from a secondary (denominal) 
verb in -ra- and which corresponds to the Mongol diminutive 
adjectives in -ray, cf. Turkic kök ‘blue’ (kögär-), kökräk 'bluer': 
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Mo. köke ‘blue,’ kökereg ‘bluish.’ In his article in ZDMG 66, 1912, 
p. 574, Németh had denied the existence of a Suffix -rag in Mongolian. 
This suffix had, however, been treated by Ramstedt in the Verb- 
stammbildungslehre $ 43 p. 35 (cf. Hinf. IT p. 199). 

In 1917, Ramstedt was nominated Professor Extraordinarius of 
Altaic Philology at Helsinki University. However, before he had a 
chance to use his financially secure position to prepare his planned 
publications, he was in 1919 appointed Finnish Chargé d’Affaires in 
Tokyo. The German publisher of the Sammlung Göschen had 
somewhat earlier asked Ramstedt to write a comparative grammar 
of the Altaic languages for this collection. The inflation in Germany 
and Ramstedt’s appointment to Tokyo prevented the fulfilment of 
this plan. The archives of the Finno-Ugrie Society contain a mser. by 
Ramstedt entitled Grundrif der mongolisch-türkischen Sprachgeschich- 
te, which is probably a sketch for such a comparative grammar. 

In Japan, where he stayed until 1930, Ramstedt very soon 
acquired an extensive command of Japanese and started to study 
Korean with the aid of some Koreans living in Tokyo. At the very 
beginning of his Korean studies, he noticed that the word aguri 
‘mouth’ seemed to correspond exactly to the hypothetical original 
form of the Turkic ayiz ‘mouth,’ which he had reconstructed some 
years earlier. This observation led him to compare Korean with 
Turkic, Mongolian and Tungus, and soon he was able to discover a 
number of words which Korean seemed to share with the “Altaic” 
languages. E.g., several Korean words with an initial p- seemed to fit 
very well into the pattern of the phonetic development of the Altaic p-. 

The language of the Chuvash living on the Volga as neighbours 
of the Cheremis is very complicated in phonological development. 
The people are anthropologically closely related to the neighbouring 
Finno-Ugrians, and even the language was believed by some earlier 
scholars to belong to the Finno-Ugric group. August Ahlqvist in- 
vestigated Chuvash during his journeys in 1856-59 and came to the 
conclusion that the language was obviously a Turkic one. In a paper 
“Zur Hrage nach der Stellung des Tschuwassischen” (JSFOu 
XXXVIII, 1, 1922-28), prepared before his appointment to Tokyo, 
Ramstedt tried to elucidate certain problems of the historical 
phonology of this language. He succeeded in proving that the force 
of the phonetic laws had obviously been temporally limited, and as 
a result of this, what were originally the same phonemes in Chuvash 
words and in words loaned at various times from neighbouring 
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Turkic languages have developed in quite different ways (p. 8 ete.). 
One of Ramstedt’s aims was to find some better explanations for 
certain problems of the historical phonology of the Turkic and 
Mongol and Chuvash languages than those proposed by Németh in 
his paper “А török-mongol a-féle hangok fejlődése a csuvasban”’ 
(NK XLII, 1913, pp. 75-85). According to Németh, there must 
have been two a vowels, designated by him a, and a, in the Turco- 
Mongol proto-language: a,: Turkic a, Chuv. $, Mo. а; a,: Turkic a, 
Chuv. u: Mo. z, ü, e. Thrre is, of course, no value in discussing all of 
Németh’s and Ramstedt’s etymologies in detail here, and I shall 
just present Ramstedt’s treatment of the cases in which Németh 
wanted to see the а»: (Németh 1.с. р. 83) Turkic taš ‘stone’ ~ Chuv. 
tul ~ Mo. cilayun < *tial’-; Turkic yas ‘tear’ ~ Chuv. sul ~ Mo. 
nilbusun ‘saliva’ < *nial-; Turkic saz ‘pale’ ~ Chuv. šur- “become 
white’ ~ Мо. stra ‘yellow’; Tu. san- ‘to think’ ~ Chuv. sun- ‘to 
hope, to wish’ ~ Mo. sana- ‘to think’; Tu. bir ‘one’ ~ Chuv. pur 
‘all’ ~ Mo. büri ‘all’; Tu. yalin ‘flame’ ~ Chuv. sulöm ~ Mo. jah; 
Tu. tat- ‘to taste’ ~ Chuv. tuda ~ Mo. tati-ya- < *tati-; Tu. saz 
‘swamp’ ~ Hung. adr ‘steppe’ ~ Chuv. šur ‘swamp’ ~ Mo. siruypar 
‘earth, dust.’ Special attention was paid by Ramstedt to the words 
which in Turkic show š or z while the Chuvash correspondences have 
an Í or 7, respectively. In the other Altaic sub-groups, too, we find / 
and r in the corresponding words. Ramstedt suggested that there 
had originally been two different phonemic sets in Altaic which had 
then either coincided or developed in different directions, viz. 


* > 1 *P > L ~ Turkic $ 
or * > r ~ Turkic z 


Ramstedt’s examples, like Turkic si, Yak. is ‘lynx’: Ma. silun, 
Mo. silegüsün ‘id.’ Turkic buz ‘ice,’ Chuv. par: Mo. burum ‘sugar,’ 
are scarce and not very good. He also says (p. 27) that he will 
present his material on this problem in another paper. This has 
never been published, however. 

Ramstedt’s opinion about the position of Chuvash among the 
Altaic languages is clearly formulated at the end of the study: 
"Es genügt hier klargelegt zu haben, daB das Tschuwassische eine 
regelrechte Entwicklung der Türk-Sprachen ist und zwar ohne jede 
direkte Berührung mit dem Mongolischen." It is therefore somewhat 
puzzling to read, e.g. in the Einführung by Benzing (p. 128): 
... “andere (besonders Ramstedt) haben die Auffassung vertreten, 
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daß das Tschuwassische ein zwischen dem Türkischen und Mongoli- 
schen stehendes selbständiges Glied der altaischen Sprachfamilie sei.” 

In UJb 1929 p. 89f. J. Markwart published a number of Turkie . 
words occuring in Byzantine sources of the second half of the sixth 
century A.D., which in his opinion prove the correctness of Kam- 
stedt’s theory: Херуір = Old Turkic inscriptions Qirgiz; ’Oyap = 
OTu. Oyuz; Odwouyoöpor == OTu. Onoyuz; КоолооВрос = Ou. 
golayuz. A similar development can in my opinion be seen in the 
Turkic name Sdmizkdnd of Samarkand = Mapåxavða ( < *Smara- 
kanda) Strabo XI 11, 4, Arrian. anab. ПІ 30, 6, IV 3, 6, 6, 3. 16, 2. 
In loan words Chuvash shows a great variety of developments but 
no certain case ofr < 2. Chuv. erne ‘week’ < Pers. ата has paral- 
lels, e.g., in Finnish dialects where the original š can be represented 
by d~r-~l~t~j~@. Examples of zetasism from various lan- 
guages have been presented e.g. by Jespersen (Language, London 
1922, Ch. XIII $ 6). A development / > š seems to be rare: the 
classical instance may be Lat. planus > Span. llano ~ Port. chão. 

Ramstedt’s opinion regarding the originality of the (*Р —) Гапа 
(*# >) т of the other languages and the secondary character of the 
Turkic š and z was further supported by the evidence he found in 
Korean, e.g., Kor. agurt ‘mouth’: Tu. ayiz, Kor. kal- ‘to dig, Mo. 
qaru- 'id.': Tu. qaz- ‘id.’; Kor. tray ‘the ridge of a furrow,’ "border 
line,’ Chuv. jöran ‘border furrow,’ Manchu, Goldi irun ‘id.’: Tu. 
¿zam ‘id.’; Kor. pal ‘foot,’ palmak ‘shoe’: Tu. bas-mag ‘shoe’; Kor. 
kjeil ~ kjeul "winter, Chuv. yal id.: Turkic 988 "d: Kor. til- ‘to 
enter’: Turkic tüs- ‘id.,’ eto. 

A special feature of the Altaic languages — and one which they 
share with the Uralic and Dravidian families — is the expression of 
the negation by verbs. The negative verbs have a defective conjuga- 
tion but their verbal character is nevertheless quite obvious. In a 
paper entitled “Die Verneinung in den altaischen Sprachen” (M8FOu 
LH, 1924, pp. 196-215) and based on a lecture before the Society 
in 1919, Ramstedt described the negations in the Mongol, Turkic 
and Tungus groups. His main point was that the negative verbs in 
themselves seem to have originally possessed the (positive) meaning 
‘to be,’ ‘to remain,’ ete., which then in certain turns has come to 
express the contrast of an action. Thus Tung. a- ‘not to...’ is in 
itself identical with Мо. a- ‘to be,’ Tung. e-, Praes. est- not to...’ 
again with Mo. ese. In Turkic the negative forms of the verbs are 
formed with a suffix -m-a- in which Ramstedt wanted to see either 
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of the verbs а- — e- after а nominal form in -т of the mam verb 
($ 18 p. 210f.). Räsänen again (II p. 232) sees m the Turkic negation 
verb e- a correspondence of the Finno-Ugric negative verb e-. In the 
Einführung the negation was not presented in a separate chapter. 
Ramstedt obviously still regarded the above paper as sufficient. In 
the Einführung IL p. 87, Ramstedt presented the explanation -maz 
< *.m-äf ‘to be’ (referred to in passing in “Verneinung” p. 212f.). 
Räsänen. (1.c.) regards this as improbable. 

In many connections Ramstedt had pointed out the scarcity of 
practicable materials from the Manchu-Tangus languages. While he 
was in Tokyo, he tried to arouse the interest of Japanese linguists in 
investigation of the Tungus languages and dialects. In a lecture 
delivered in 1922 before the Mongolian Society in Tokyo, for instance, 
he stressed how important it was for Tungus, Gilyak, Korean and 
Ainu studies to include the investigation of the words loaned in 
various directions. 

As the first fruit of Ramstedt’s Korean studies a paper called 
“Remarks on the Korean Language" (MSFOw LVIII pp. 441-453) 
appeared in 1928. In it, he gave a short phonological description of 
this language and discussed the morphology briefly, giving compari- 
sons of the flectional and derivational elements with Altaio ones. 
Some etymological comparisons with Altaie words were also given: 
Kor. mal ~ mar < *mor: Mo. mori ‘horse’; mul ~ mil < *miil 
‘water’: Mo. mören ‘river’; til ~ til ‘prairie’: Go. dul (cf. the 
corrected forms in SKE p. 266); ito ~ pto ‘again’: Tung. hata, Sol. 
hata-ma ‘again’; keru ‘boat’ < *keray: Go. gela ~ gella ‘a large boat’ 
(not in other publications); tol ~ tor ‘stone’: Go. šollo ~ šolo, Proto- 
Turkic *PaP > Turkic tag ~ Chuv. sul (cf. SKE p. 272); pul ~ pur 
‘fire,’ pulkta ‘to be red hot,’ pulgin ‘red’ (in later publications these 
two words are separated): Mo. ulayan < *pulayan, Ma. fulgiyan; 
čelmegi “younster, child’ < Zement ` Mo. (“still to be found in NW 
Mongolia") Turkic $ermeg > Hung. gyermek ‘child’ (cf. SKE р. 28 
éjelmda); érisin-né ‘the old man’ <éru-: Turkic örü- ‘to be old’ ( ?) 
and nai ‘man, homo’: Go. nat ~ ne ~ йі ‘man, homo’; al in Loc. 
arä ~ are ‘under’: Turkic al- ‘under’; g < *uh ( < *óg ~ *üg) ‘over’: 
Tung. ug ‘over’ (cf. SKE p. 284f. with larger material). 

Ramstedt never seems to have noticed that the eminent Soviet 
scholar E. D. Polivanov published a paper in 1927 (TAN, Ser. VI 
vol. X XI, 2, р. 1195 ff.) on the Altaic affinity of Korean. Polivanov’s 
arguments are for the most part the same as Ramstedt’s. However, 
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there also are some minor differences, e.g., Polivanov compares 
Turkic küz ‘autumn,’ Chuv. ker with Korean kjeul ‘winter’ while 
Ramstedt connects this Korean word with Turkic 058, Chuv. yal 
‘winter,’ which Polivanov again identifies with Kor. kail ‘autumn.’ 
As to Kor. köl ‘valley,’ Polivanov seems to connect it only with Ma. 
golo (written xolo) without mentioning the Mo. and OTu. corres- 
pondences (Einführung I p. 48). When treating the Altaic r: Kor. 
rl, Polivanov also compares the Turkic plural suffix -lar ~ -ler, 
Yak. ete. -tar ~ -dar, Mo. -nar and Kor. -tal ~ -dal (-tar- ~ -dar-): as 
Korean plural suffixes, Ramstedt (KGr. $ 80, SKE p. 266) quotes 
only -til ~ -dil, NKor. -ter ~ -tir. The Korean form niram ‘name’ 
connected by Polivanov with Mo. nere does not occur in Ramstedt’s 
material, and the same seems to be the case with Turkic turna: 
Kor. turun ‘crane’ (cf. Räsänen TEW р. 501). Polivanov further 
compares Kor. mil ‘wheat’ with Ma. mere ‘millet’ while Ramstedt 
quotes Ma. bele ‘millet.’ 

In the Festschrift J. J. Mikkola (AASF:B XXVII, 1932, pp. 
239-251), Ramstedt published an article called “Die Palatalisation 
in den altaischen Sprachen.” The paper was based mainly on Tungus 
and Korean material, and aimed to show that in the historical 
development of the Altaic languages a “palatalisation,” i.e., the 
occurrence of an ? between a consonant and a vowel or between 
vowel and consonant, has given rise to special phonetic de- 
velopments. In Tungus and in Buriat we meet palatalized and non- 
palatalized forms side by side. Even an - after a vowel can influence 
the foregoing consonant, cf. Kor. nai ‘smell’: Go. gë ‘to rot’; 
consonantal clusters before an A have been palatalized through the 
influence of the latter: 1. rg > rg > i > £ ~ 3: Tung. С urgä 
‘difficult,’ Go. xud’go ~ vwigó, Negd. wigögdi ‘heavy,’ Or. ugósi: 
Ма. ugen, Ol. xu$ósi; 2. rk > fk >ik >ë ~ e: Tung. C urkä door, 
Negd. urkö ~ uikö, Go. utku, Or. ukó: Ol. иќ, Ma. uče; 8. lg > 13: 
Go. xolgokta ~ olgokta ‘weed,’ Ma. Шат ‘id.’: Ol. yolšokta, cf. Mo. 
qulusun, Kor. kal; 4. № > Е: Go. silku- ‘to wash,’ Tung. selko-, Or. 
siki-: Ol. siléu-, Ma. silgije-, Kor. siri-$e- (SKE р. 230 sjerije). 
A development of this kind can be assumed for Mo. galbaya ‘spoon,’ 
Ma. yalfiyan ‘flach, Fläche’: Turkic gastq ‘spoon.’ In Proto-Turkie 
P, г, and % were strongly palatalized which resulted in the later š, z, 
and y respectively. A peculiarity of Mongolian is the development 
*t > či, * > Zi, st > $$; the similar development in Manchu 
ti > й, dt > ži is late. 
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In his academic teaching in the thirties, Ramstedt lectured several 
times on the comparative grammar of the Altaic languages (in- 
cluding Korean) on the basis of a typed hand-out. His personal 
research work was concentrated on Korean. In a short paper “The 
Nominal Postpositions in Korean" (MSFOw LXVII, 1933, pp. 
459-464) he presented Korean nouns used in one or more case 
forms after a case form of a noun. Altaic correspondences are quoted 
for most of these. Cf. e.g. Nr. 7 Kor. kkit ‘епа, aft, tail’: Mo. kitai, 
Kalm. kita ‘rectum,’ Go. kitta ~ kita ‘stern,’ Turkic köt ‘back, 
posterior’ (SKE p. 119 with partially different correspondences); 
Nr. 11 Sien (not in SKE): Tung. äptilä ~ öptilö ‘rib,’ Go. öukölö 
‘near, close to’ (<*ebkd?), Turkic 6/kd, öpkä ‘lungs’ > ‘temper’ 
(SKE p. 210 to Kor. pup-), Mo. ebcigün ‘breast’; Nr. 12 mit ‘base, 
bottom, sole’: Turkic but ‘foot,’ Tung. bugde ~ begdi, Ma. betye, 
Jurchen budthe ‘leg, foot,’ Mo. Kalm. mötke ‘the blade of the foot’ 
(SKE p. 148 with partially different correspondences). 

Ramstedt had done his university studies at a time when the 
view that the suffixes originated from independent postpositionally 
used words was in sway among linguists. The Finno-Ugric languages 
indeed present several clear-cut instances of such a development. 
Ramstedt was therefore always looking for etymologies of suffixes 
based on this principle. In Korean, which has so long been under the 
strong influence of a monosyllabic language like Chinese, many 
stems seem to have been preserved as independent words which in 
other Altaic languages have been degraded to inflectional or deriva- 
tional suffixes. 

In a lecture “About the Origin of the Turkic Language,” delivered 
before the Finnish Academy of Sciences on April 4, 1935, published 
in the Proceedings 1935, pp. 73-80, Ramstedt sketched out the 
oldest stages of Turkic based on a comparison with Korean. The 
original habitat of the peoples less explicitly called Altaic must, 
according to him, have been situated in southern Mongolia and in 
southern Manchuria in the immediate neighbourhood of the early 
Chinese, since Turkic shows not only words related to their Korean 
counterparts but also Chinese loan words which stand so close to 
the Sino-Korean words that they, too, must, in his opinion, have 
come through Korean. In cases like Kor. pal ‘foot,’ palmak ‘shoe’: 
Turkic bašmaq ‘shoe’; Kor. payahiro ‘some moment ago’: Turkic 
baya-gi ‘earlier,’ we must in my opinion either suppose Kor. p- < *b-, 
or that the Turkie word is so young a loan word that a b- has been 
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substituted for the p-. The problem of the Chinese loan words is a 
more complicated one. Since the sixth century A.D., Korean has 
been under strong Chinese cultural influence. This can be seen in 
the great number of Chinese loans, the oldest of which reflect the 
actual pronunciaton of the time. These Sino-Korean words are thus 
of great importance for the reconstruction of the older phases of 
Chinese phonology. On the other hand, even Korean was long 
written with Chinese hieroglyphs, which, in the usual Chinese 
manner, were as far as possible chosen to render both the phonemic 
shape and the meaning of the Korean word in question at the same 
time. In his above paper, Pelliot had already pointed out that 
Ramstedt had been too eager to see Chinese loan words in obviously 
good Altaic words which had been preserved in Chinese sources. 
Among the allegedly Smo-Korean words in Ramstedt’s writings 
there are therefore probably several originally Altaic words only 
because of their Chinese transliteration (cf. the Chinese rendering 
yin-tek of Latin index). In the same centuries as those in which 
Korean was receiving the bulk of the lodest Chinese loan words, the 
mighty T’ang Dynasty carried Chinese political and cultural influ- 
ence far beyond the frontiers of the Empire. The Turkic languages, 
especially, seem to have adopted numerous loans, and these thus 
reflect the same stage of phonetic development as those taken into 
Korean. In my opinion, these Chinese olan words do not mean we 
must think that the Turks and the Koreans were at that time 
neighbours or that the words in question had passed through 
Korean. In any case, the loan words are far too young to be used as 
arguments in discussing the problem of the “original home” of the 
Altaic peoples. The share of the “Altaic” peoples in the confederation 
named after the Huns ~ Hiung-nu nowadays seems more problematic 
than it was for Ramstedt, who was ready to identify early Turks or 
Proto-Turks with the Huns. According to him, the fundamental 
phonetic developments in Turkic were 1) *p- > Ø, 2) d- ~ J- ~y- ~ 
n- > y- ~ d’-. As to the development d- to y- the name of the river 
Ural has been taken by some scholars as an example. It should, 
however, be noticed that the oldest known form of the name As 
is most probably Iranian and the Turkic influence is met with only 
in the orthography Teny occurring in the Byzantine sources and then 
in the modern form Yaig. The earliest morphological peculiarities 
of Turkic were according to Ramstedt 1) the development of the 
negative conjugation, and 2) the development of the possessive 
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suffix out of the enclitic genitives of the personal pronouns. Ramstedt 
further presented some 25 Korean words which seem to have 
correspondences in Turkic only, e.g., Kor. tam ‘wall’: Tu. tam, Osm. 
dam; Kor. &am- ‘to put into water’: Tu. čom- ‘to dive’ (cf. SKE p. 21); 
Kor. son ‘guest’: Tu. Uig. son ‘friend’ (SKE p. 241 only Middle 
Turkic sun ‘friendly,’ with an uncertain vocalism); Kor. čob- Фо 
be narrow,’ &opkai ‘narrow’: Tu. yuvga ‘narrow’ (cf. SKE p. 40); 
Kor. A ‘work’: Tu. ¿š ‘id.’ (see SKE II p. 57 Addenda to p. 69); 
Kor. al ‘corn’: Tu. aš ‘corn, food’ (see SKE p. 61.); ete. 

In the twenties, Tungus material began to increase, mainly due 
to the activity of Soviet scholars. In a lecture before the Finno- 
Ugrie Society on Dec. 2, 1935, (JSFOu XLVIII, 5 pp. 9-16), Ram- 
stedt still deplored the scarcity of serviceable materials from the 
Tungus languages. At the same time, he reported on the newly 
created literature languages of the various Tungus tribes, and 
stressed out the value of the publications of the Institut Narodov 
Severa. He also praised the important grammar and dictionary 
published by G. M. Vasilevich. As an example of the important 
details which the publieations of the kinds mentioned contain, 
Ramstedt quoted the word gule ‘house, building’ with the derivative 
guleseg ~ guleken ‘village’ which corresponds to Bolgar kil ‘house, 
town, Chuv. kil ‘house’ (Eskil ‘Old Town’), and which seems even 
to have a counterpart in Finnish, viz. kylä ‘village.’ 

In the same volume of the Journal, Ramstedt published a paper 
entitled “Koreanisch kes “Ding, Stück.'" The word in question was 
explained by Gale in his Korean-English Dictionary (Yokohama 
1911) p. 44 “kes ‘a thing, an affair, an object’ — a word much used 
with present and past participial adjectives to express a subordinate 
clause in a noun form.” Under this heading, Ramstedt presents the 
most important phonemic laws established by him, which connect 
the four language groups of the Altaic family. He then describes 
the use of kes as an auxiliary word in Korean, and discusses the 
concept of adjective in Korean. On the basis of the close parallelism 
between Korean and Tungus verbal forms, he als is inclined to see a 
component like the Kor. kes in certain Tungus forms. Ramstedt’s 
aim was to prove that the Tungus dialects are descendants of a 
Tungus-Korean linguistic unity and that Korean as well as Sino- 
Korean material has later penetrated into all the Tungus dialects 
as borrowings. 

Ramstedt presented his theory of the relationship of Korean with 
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the Altaic languages in a lecture delivered in April 1939 before the 
Berlin Academy of Sciences. The lecture was supposed to be published 
in the Proceedings of the Academy but the outbreak of World War 
II prevented this, and the lecture did not appear in print until 
Ramstedt’s posthumous papers were published in JSFOu 55, 2, 
1951, pp. 47—58. If this article had been published in time before 
the war in that authoritative series, we would perhaps have been 
spared a lot of useless later discussion. In 1939 Ramstedt’s Korean 
Grammar was published in print (MSFOu LXXXII). In it, the 
structure of the language was adequately analyzed for the first 
time. 

During his stay in Japan, Ramstedt had already lectured on 
ways of connecting Japanese with the Altaic languages. The lecture 
was then published under the heading “A Comparison of the Altaic 
languages with Japanese" in the Transactions of the Asiatic Society 
of Japan (II, 1, 1924). In 1942, before the Finnish Academy of 
Sciences, he lectured upon the history of Japanese (published in the 
Proceedings 1942, Helsinki 1944, pp. 133-140). In this lecture, he 
pointed out the great structural similarities between Japanese and 
the Altaic languages and presented a number of etymologies based 
on phonological reconstructions of older forms of Japanese words. 
It is interesting to read the opinion of a specialist like Samuel E. 
Martin (in the Encyclopaedia Britannica 12, 1967, 951): “Comparative 
study indicates that Japanese is probably related to Korean, which 
has a remarkably similar grammar; the two languages are possibly 
related also to the Altaic group of languages (Tungus-Manchu, 
Mongolian and Turkic families) and perhaps to Ainu and 
Gilyak.’’s 

Having retired from the University in 1943, Ramstedt lectured 
during the spring term, 1946, at the Upsala University on Altaic 
comparative grammar, using a larger hand-out. Otherwise he devot- 
ed his time to his etymological studies of Korean. Some 1500 
etymologies are thus discussed in the Studies in Korean Etymology 
(MSFOu XCV, 1949). His health had long been deteriorating and 
he was, consequently, unable to put the finishing touch to this work. 


з In a paper “Ist das Japanische mit den altaischen Sprachen verwandt ?” 
(ZDMG 124, 1974, pp. 103—142) Doerfer polemizes especially with the work 
Japanese and the Other Altaic Languages (Chicago-London 1971) by Roy 
Andrew Miller, but at the same time the whole relationship principle. 
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It appeared without the introduction, though this was ready in à 
manuscript form, and without all indexes. These were later published 
as a second volume. 

Ramstedt was well aware that knowledge of modern Korean was 
insufficient for the purpose of historical comparison of Korean with 
the Altaic family, and he often stressed the need for a careful 
investigation of the older stages of the language, viz. "Middle" 
and “01а” Korean. Studies on these lines have later been carried 
out by other scholars as Ki-Moon Lee,’ and they seem to corroborate 
Ramstedt’s theories. 

Because he wanted to present his arguments and proofs for his 
theory regarding the Altaic affinity of Korean before putting the 
finishing touch to his outlined comparative grammar of the Altaic 
languages, Ramstedt had postponed the preparation of the latter 
until the SKE had come out. The grammar was meant to be the 
synthesis of his lifelong studies, but his rapidly deteriorating health 
did not permit him to finish his work. Since the drafts of the 
morphology were in his opinion more mature, Ramstedt started the 
final revision from these. At the time of his death (Nov. 2nd, 1950) 
only about half of the manuscript had been revised and typed for 
print. With the aid of his manuscript drafts, earlier published papers 
and with the kind help of various scholars, I prepared the latter 
half, and the morphology was issued in print in 1952 (Einführung 
in die altaische Sprachwissenschaft, IL, Formenlehre, MSFOu 104: 2). 
The first volume, presenting the historical phonology, appeared in 
print five years later in 1957 (Einführung . . ., I, Lautlehre, MSFOu 
104:1). Since Ramstedt’s drafts of this part were older, I had to 
try to revise the text more thoroughly. As far as possible, older 
etymological material covering only two of the four languages were 
replaced with material covering at least three languages. This was 
made possible by the recently published new studies of Turkic by 
Räsänen, on Tungus languages by Cincius, and on the Mongol 
languages by Poppe, as well as by the material contained in Ram- 
stedt’s SKE. The whole of the revision work was very difficult 
because of Ramstedt’s habit of quoting from memory and very 


° “A Comparative Study of Manchu and Korean," UAJb XXX, 1958, pp. 
104-120, gives some 300 comparisons, of which 236 are classified as most 
probable. In a further study Lee treats the Mongolian loan words in Middle 
Korean (UAJb XXXV, 1964, pp. 188-197). 
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rarely mentioning his sources." The sources are always quoted for 
the materials added by me. 

Because the bulk of the studies concerning the original quantity 
oppositions of the vowels in the various Altaic languages have been 
carried out and published after Ramstedt’s death, quantity pro- 
blems are discussed rather briefly and superficially (8 81). Several 
other details also remained merely outlined. À third volume com- 
prising the complete registers of the two text volumes as well as 
Addenda and Corrigenda to them, appeared in 1966. Of course, 
only clear mistakes, misprints and editorial errors were corrected, 
in so far as they had been noticed during the preparation of the 
indexes. 

The Einführung which should have summarized the lifelong toil 
of Ramstedt in the study of the Altaic languages thus eventually 
remained a sketch. Even so, it might be characterized as the end of 
the beginning in Altaistics. 

The known Finno-Ugrist and comparatist Björn Collinder ex- 
pressed the opinion that Ramstedt had definitely established the 
genetic affinity of the Altaic languages beyond any reasonable doubt 
in his Einführung (“Remarks on Linguistic Affinity," UAJb 27, 1955, 
p. 2):“There are, or there haverecently been, altaists who do not think 
that the Altaic languages have a common origin. After the appear- 
ance of Ramstedt’s Altaic Morphology, this negative attitude 
should perhaps be called sceptical rather than critical." In a recent 
paper entitled “Indo-Uralisch oder gar Nostratisch ?" (Antiquitates 
Indogermanicae: Innsbrucker Beiträge zur Sprachwissenschaft 12, 
Innsbruck 1974, pp. 363-375) Collinder states (p. 365): “Die gegen- 
seitige Verwandtschaft des Türkischen, des Mongolischen und des 
Tungusischen kann wohl nach den Forschungen von Ramstedt und 
Poppe als bewiesen gelten." 

Ramstedt once pointed out the peculiar fact, that while Mongolists 
in general were ready to accept the genetic affinity of the Altaic 
languages, Turkologists were much more sceptical. However, though 
Németh’s affinity theory differs from that of Ramstedt, even in his 
opinion the Turkic and the Mongolian languages are related. Jean 
Deny, again, states in Les langues du monde, Paris 1952, p. 319f.: 


19 А. Sauvageot, in his review of the Lautlehre (BSE 54, 1959, especially 
blames the negligence of Ramstedt (or his editor) in not naming certain 
scholars in his exposé. In his foreword, however, Ramstedt expressly accounts 
for his principle in this respect. But who reads forewords ? 
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“Les trois groupes des langues turques, mongoles et toungouzes 
présentent assurément des ressemblances frappantes ... C’est en 
. multipliant des rapprochements entre morphémes qu'on pourra, 
espérons-le, établir rigoureusement la parenté suggérée. Entre turc 
et mongol, elle semble déjà assurée." 

But there are not only sceptical and-or totally negative opinions, 
some scholars have even tried to prove the contrary, i.e., that the 
languages in question are not related. Collinder has shown that there 
are cases of quite certain genetic affinity which cannot be proved 
by any positive material (sample: Modern Swedish and Modern 
Greek). A fact is, it is impossible to prove that two languages are 
not related. 

In his Obituary of Ramstedt before the Finnish Academy of 
Sciences (published in the Proceedings 1951, Helsinki 1952) the 
Turkologist Martti Rásànen, a pupil of Ramstedt, a supporter of the 
Altaic affinity, and a protagonist of the Uralo-Altaic relationship, 
criticizes Ramstedt (р. 78): “Die Etymologien sind oft kühn: wäh- 
rend er starr an den Lautgesetzen festhielt, erwecken die semasiolo- 
gischen Freiheiten oft Zweifel an der Richtigkeit der Etymologien 
(und auf Grund derselben auch der Lautgesetze)." I believe that 
Räsänen was chiefly thinking of the etymologies of the numerals, 
referred to above. No phonetic law can, of course, be founded on one 
etymology only, and the semantic changes presumed must be kept 
within the limits established in comparative linguistics. 

In his Turkish and Mongolian Studies (RAS, Prize Publication 
Fund, Vol. XX, London 1962) the late Sir Gerard Clauson, an anta- 
gonist of the Altaic theory, regarded mutual intelligibility as the 
criterion of the affinity of two languages. This is, however, a very 
rare case in linguistics. He further denied in principles the existence 
of any “phonetic laws.” In Sir Gerard’s opinion (CAJ II, 1956, p. 
185) no words or other elements attested later than c. 1200 A. D. in 
Turkic or c. 1240 (the dating of the Secret History) in Mongolian, can 
be used as arguments “since it can never be proved that one or other 
of the words involved is not a loan word. By parity of reasoning I 
presume that similar arguments relating to Tungus must be equally 
invalid... While comparing the languages before the above dates 
there seem to occur far too few common words or they occur in 
“wrong” sections of the vocabulary.” He characterized the obviously 
common features as Turkic loans in Mongolian. The intricacy of the 
phonological correspondences (e. g., Mo. y-, f-, d-, n- against Tukic y-) 
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was explained by Sir Gerard through a supposed temporal stratifica- 
tion of these loans: 1° before the eight century, 2° between the eight 
and twelfth century, 3° thirteenth or fourteenth centuries. The loans 
of the first stratum were taken from an unknown and inaccessible 
Turkic language, which had obviously passed through the develop- 
ment z > r and š > 1 (but the above words attested in Greek sources 
clearly speak in favour of an opposite trend of development). The 
loans of the second stratum, again, were taken from another un- 
known language of the Northern Turkic type. The passage of these 
loans into Mongolian is all the more intricate since they have not 
come directly but through an unknown language related to Mongo- 
lian. It seems to me that any linguistic affinity can be refuted with 
so many and such complicated ad hoc explanations. 

According to Gerhard Doerfer (TMEN I p. 64), the first condition 
for accepting a linguistic affinity is “ähnlich klingende Wörter.” 
It was, however, precisely the too great similarity between the words 
in the various Altaic languages which Otto Donner and Ramstedt 
found troublesome. It is not the existence of “similarly sounding" 
words but taut regulariness between outwardly different sounds in 
words which is the most stringent proof of the affinity: cf. e.g., 
Engl. wheel and Hindi cahr are truly related, like the languages 
themselves, and the same word in Finnish kaula ‘neck’ is a form 
borrowed from Lithuanian: the semantic difference is remarkable 
(cf. Räsänen’s opinion quoted above). Further, what Doerfer o.c. 
states about the use of the mathematical probability by Collinder 
seems not to be based on the Collinder paper in question ("La paren- 
té linguistique et le calcul des probabilités,” UU As 1948), since 
Collinder does not operate with words at all but rather with gram- 
matical elements (suffixes, pronominal stems). Doerfer’s dice parallel 
should perhaps rather be formulated as follows: you cast two dice at 
the same time, and thirteen times in succession you get the same 
number оп both.“ Doerfer further (p. 83ff.) stresses the differences 
in the nominal and verbal flexions in the Altaic languages; What 
about the differences in flexion e.g., between Sanskrit and Hindi, 
not to mention Swedish and Greek ? Concerning Doerfer’s objection 
(p. 88) that if the older stage of Mongolian, viz. that represented by 
the Secret History, had been known earlier, there would hardly have 


п However, I personally regard it as problematic whether and when 
successivity exists in any linguistic material. 
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been any reason to regard Turkic and Mongolian as genetically 
related, one might notice that the first 96 paragraphs of the Secret 
History were published by Pozdneev in 1897. This edition was al- 
ready used by Ramstedt in his first publication, the doctoral thesis 
of 1902. The text of the Secret History is responsible for several of his 
most important viewpoints in all his later activity. In time he also 
received a copy of the complete edition by Haenisch, and still later 
one of the edition of Kozin. From 1902 onwards, Ramstedt also 
used the Mongolian quadratic inscriptions on the basis of Russian 
editions. On the other hand, the language of Mongolian classical 
literature represents in several respects am older phase of the phone- 
tical development of the language than that of the Secret History or 
of the inscriptions: that of the two latter has therefore been called 
Middle Mongolian. 

Doerfer admits the existence of the “phonetic laws", but, like Sir 
Gerard, he explains the phonologically comparable elements in 
Turkic and Mongolian as loans from the former into the latter (cf. 
TMEN I, pp. 51-105 and his paper “Zur Verwandtschaft der 
altaischen Sprachen," JF 71, 1966, pp. 81-123). He, too, propounds 
several strata of these loans and attributes the two oldest to the 
hypothetical stages “Urtürkisch” and “Frühtürkisch.” In practice, 
Doerfer's Proto-Turkic comes to correspond to the Proto-Altaic 
language of the supporters of the affinity theory, as did the oldest 
unknown and unaccessible Tukie proto-language assumed by Sir 
Gerard. 

Ramstedt himself often expressed his admiration for the Turkish 
language because of the extreme regularity and perspicacity of its 
grammar and vocabulary. In his opinion, Turkish would be the 
ideal international language ~ Ramstedt was interested in Esperan- 
to, too. He also pointed out the interesting fact that the languages 
of the nomadic Turks seem to be very conservative while those of 
the settled-down agricultural tribes seem to have been subject to 
many alterations. In the Semitic family, it is the language of the 
Bedouins which is the most regular, looking at the same time much 
more archaic than the Accadian language attested millennia ago. 


12 Doerfer states in CAJ ХТ, 1966, p. 229 “Ich sage selbst, daß ich nicht 
etwa urtürkische Formen rekonstruiere, sondern Formen eines alten türki- 
schen Dialekts, älter als die ältesten Belege aus dem 7./8. Jahrh., der а 
Mongolischen (belegt seit dem 13. Jahrhundert) einmal Lehnmaterial 

liefert hat." Pi 
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But as in Arabic so too in Turkic, the regularity may be the fruit 
of long development and not anything "original". 

Among the Soviet scholars, too, there happens to be a Turkolog- 
ist, А. M. Séerbak, who has expressed the strongest doubts concern- 
ing the genetic affinity of the Altaie languages (e.g. “Ob altajskoj 
gipoteze v jazykoznanii," Vo. Ya. 1959, 6, pp. 51-63, and “Soder- 
Zanie uralo-altajskoj gipotezy, ee obosnovanie i ocenka,” TAN Azerb. 
SSR, 1968, Nr. 1, pp. 62-70). According to L. Sternberg, Radloff 
had also been sceptical regarding the Turko-Mongol relationship, 
but had later changed his mind and spoken clearly in favour of 
Castrén's theory. 

The founders of comparative Indo-European philology regarded 
as their ultimate aim the reconstruction of the Indo-European 
mother language. It can, however, be proven that it is impossible, 
for instance, to reconstruct Latin on the basis of its daughter 
languages. Though the whole linguistic system of Proto-Indo- 
European cannot thus be reconstructed, the reconstructions of 
words and forms must in principle be considered valid since early 
loan words, e.g., in Finno-Ugrie, often enough correspond exactly 
to such reconstructions. The conception of the proto-language is, 
however, useful as the theoretical frame of our reconstructions. The 
late Paavo Ravila once formulated the principle that the value of a 
proto-language for our reconstructions lessens the farther back in 
the time the proto-language must be dated (JSFOu 60, 6, 1958, р. 
6f.). Though, for instance, the genetic affinity of the Uralic languages 
is established beyond any doubt and is generally accepted, the actual 
number of reliable-looking reconstructions is still rather limited, and 
even they are for the most part a fruit of investigations into the 
history of Uralic vocalism during the last few decades. It seems that 
a comparable number of plausible reconstructions would be possible 
in the Altaic family too. Their operational value was already evident ` 
to Ramstedt as he was able to understand and explain large parts 
of the Mongol (as well as later the Korean) vocabulary only with the 
aid of Turkic and Manchu-Tungus comparisons. 

Since the protagonists of the Altaie theory have, in my opinion, 
followed the fundamental principles of comparative linguistics more 
faithfully than their adversaries, I presented the main lines of the 


13 See his paper “M. А. Castrón als Altaiisb und Ethnograph," transl. in 
German by Hands Findeisen in the Ethnologische Studien I, Halle 1931, p. 177. 
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problem at a meeting of Indo-Europeanists in Münster in 1965. The 
summary was then published under the heading “‘Verwandtschaft, 
Entlehnung, Zufall" in the Kratylos X, 1965, pp. 123-130. In my 
presentation of the problem I expressed the wish that even non- 
Altaist linguists like Indo-Europeanists would familiarize themselves 
with the controversies and comment on them. In a way this wish 
came true in the form of the Conference of linguists in various 
fields which met in Leningrad in 1969. The lectures delivered there 
were published in print in the Problema obstnosti altajskix jazykov 
(Leningrad 1971). Its contents were later summarized by Poppe 
in his paper “А new Symposium on the Altaic Theory” (CAJ XVI, 
1972, pp. 37-58). It is especially interesting to see that in the 
opinion of the Soviet Indo-Europeanists who contributed to the 
conference, the methods applied by the Altaists, as well as the 
conclusions drawn by them, are to be regarded as reliable. Important 
questions are also answered in the Očerki sravnitelnoj leksikologit 
altajskix jazykov, ed. by V. I. Cincius (Leningrad 1972). 

When Otto Donner enlisted Gustaf J. Ramstedt into the study 
of the Altaic languages, the clearly expressed aim was that he 
should continue the work begun by M. A. Castrén. Castrén, again, 
had already come to the conclusion not only that there was a Uralic 
and an Altaic family of languages, but also that these families 
represented an older community, viz. the Uralo-Altaic. However, 
though consciously continuing the investigations started by Castrén, 
Ramstedt, basically a sceptic, did not adopt any ready made theory 
from him. As we learn from Ramstedt’s works, private notes, and 
letters, it was only when he was compelled by the linguistic facts 
themselves that he finally came to conclude that the Altaic langu- 
ages must be genetically related. 


ON A MONGOL DECREE ОЕ YISUN TEMUR (1339) 


by 
LARRY V. CLARK 
Bloomington 


One of the most important groups of sources on the internal social 
and economic affairs of East Turkestan during the period of Cayatai 
and Moyol rule (from ca. 1300) are the Mongol civil documents 
discovered in the ruined cities of the Turfan region around the turn 
of the present century. To date some seventeen of these texts have 
been recognized in various collections of manuscripts around the 
world and have been fully or at least partially edited by Mongolists.! 
They consist for the most part of administrative decrees issued by 
Cayatai and Мото] rulers or their official representatives in East 
Turkestan during the XIV century. 

Of the seventeen documents, six have thus far been dated. The 
method employed in dating them is a relatively simple one, but it 
requires that both the name of the ruler who issued the document 
and the year, expressed in terms of the twelve year animal cycle, 
in which the text was issued, survive in one and the same document. 
When these conditions are met, one aligns the animal year with a 
year in the known reign period of the named ruler to establish the 
date of the text.? 

In this way, the following Mongol documents have been dated (in 
chronological order): 


Document Name of Ruler Year 
Nr. 10 Kebek (1320-1326) bars fil = 1326 
№. 1 Yisün Temür (1338-1339) bars jil = 1338 


1 The transcription of these texts, along with full bibliographical indications 
concerning them, may be found in: Lajos Ligeti, Monuments préclassiques, 1. 
XIII et XIV" siècles, Monumenta Linguae Mongolicae Collecta, П, Budapest 
1972, pp. 208-237. Throughout these remarks, I refer to the Mongol documents 
by the number with which they appear in this edition. 

2 See: Herbert Franke, Zur Datierung der mongolischen Schreiben aus 
Turfan, Oriens XV, 1962, pp. 399-410. 
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Nr. 11 Tuyluy Temür (1347-1363) qulayana jil = 1348/1360 


Nr. 7 Tuyluy Temür luu fil = 1352 
Nr. 2 Tuyluy Temür moyai jil = 1353 
Nr. 5 Ilas Хоја (1363-1369 ?) — taqiya Ш = 1369 


In addition to these, the document Nr. 15, only the protocol of 
which survives, may be dated to the second half of the XIV century 
through the identification of the addressees in the text.? 

The document whose date and origin we shall attempt to esta- 
blish in the present note forms part of the Krotkov collection of 
manuscripts in the Leningrad section of the Institut Vostokovedenija 
Akademii Nauk SSSR. N. N. Krotkov was the Russian consul, 
first at Kulja and later at Urumöi, who, during the years 1907-1909, 
sent back to Saint Petersburg some 4,000 manuscript units obtained 
by him, largely through purchase from the local inhabitants. Al- 
though the exact provenance of the texts acquired by him cannot 
be established, there is no reason to doubt that the bulk of them 
originated in the Turfan oasis.‘ 

In 1971, Gyórgy Kara found this document among the Krotkov 
papers and published a transcription and Russian translation of the 
text in his book on the development of literary culture among the 
Mongol peoples.5 The same text was included as document Nr. 8 in 
the fundamental collection of Mongol literary monuments by Lajos 
Ligeti.® 

In lines 15-16 of document Nr. 8, we find the follöwing date: 
taulai fil gabur-un dumdatu sar-a-yin dörben gautin-a (Written) on 
the twenty-fourth day of the middle month of Spring in the year 
of the Hare." However, the protocol of the document, which con- 
tains the name of the ruler, is damaged in line 1: (..... )m(.)r Age 
manu “(..... )m(.)r, our word." Kara did not venture a possible 
identification for the name of this ruler, but Ligeti had the following 
remark: "Le document date de l'année du liévre ce qui répond à 
1351 ou à 1363, à condition que (..)m(.. .)r se ramène à Tuyluy- 


з See: H. Franke, А 14th Century Mongolian Letter Fragment, Asia Major 
XI, 1965, pp. 120-127. 

t Some remarks on the Krotkov collection may be found in: L. V. Dmitrieva, 
Drevneujgurskie materialy (ujgurskim pis’mom) v Institute Vostokovedenija 
AN SSSR, Strany i narody Vostoka VIII, 1969, pp. 222—228, especially p. 224. 
5 G. Kara, Knigi mongol'skikh koteunikov (Sem! vekov mongol'skoj pis’menno- 
sti), Moskva 1972, pp. 170-171. 

€ Ligeti, Op. cit., pp. 222-223. 
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temür (pour certaines raisons, Yisiin-temiir est hors de cause)" 
The reasons for his rejection of Yisün Temür as the ruler who issued 
this decree havenot, sofar as I know, been stated anywhere by Ligeti. 

Now, it is possible to approach this problem by consideration of 
the interrelationships which exist between this and other Mongol 
documents and the Uyyur civil documents form East Turkestan 
from the same period. In particular, we should consider the joint 
occurrences of the names of ministers and officials in both the Mongol 
and the Uyyur documents. 

One instance of this interrelatedness had already been pointed 
out by Ligeti in his edition of the Sino-Uyyur documents from the 
XV-XVI centuries.® After recalling that the notorious Uyyur 
petition from a group of landed gardeners to Tuyluy Temür could 
thereby be dated to the latter's reign (1347-1363), Ligeti called 
attention to the addressees in the Mongol document Nr. 7 issued by 
Tuyluy Temür in 1352: Turmis Temür Tükel Qy-a Kerey ekiten 
tüsmed-te “to the officials led by Turmis Temür, Tükel Qaya and 
Kerey."1? Since these officials were clearly the local representatives 
of Tuyluy Temür in East Turkestan, Ligeti correctly assumed 
that the occurrence of their names in another Uyyur document would 
serve to date that document to this ruler’s reign. He then cited an 
Uyyur decree concerning the disposition of other landed gardeners 
which had been issued by these same officials: biz Turmis Temür 


7 Ligeti, Ор. cit., р. 222. 

з L. Ligeti, Documents sino-ouigours du Bureau des Traducteurs, Acta 
Orientalia Hungaricae XXI, 1968, p. 257, note 9. 

э This important text from Murtug (T I M221) was first edited by Radloff, 
whose reading appeared m the posthumous Uigurische Sprachdenkmüler (ed. 
S. E. Malov), Leningrad 1928, pp. 28-32. However, not only did Radloff 
omit the first 8 lines of the text, he simply did not understand its structure, 
and so introduced several false readings, the most important of which was the 
name of (Ö)gidei xan in line 23, in place of the correct ( Elf )égidei xan. This 
had led several scholars astray, including Franke, Zur Datierung .. ., p. 405, 
and Ligeti, À propos d'un document ouigour de l'époque mongole, Acta 
Orient. Hung. XXVII, 1973, р. 15, note 44. Even less reliable than Radloff's 
is the edition of George Vernadsky, Notes on the History of the Uigurs in the 
late Middle Ages, Journal of the American Oriental Society LVI, 1936, pp. 
453—461. For this text, one should always refer to the edition, with facsimile, 
of Resid Rahmati Arat, Uygurca Yazımalar Arasinda, Türk Tarih, Arkeologya 
ve Etnografya Dergisi IIT, 1937, pp. 101-112. 

10 ‘The names of these officials may also be found in the Mongol document 
Nr. 11 issued by Tuyluy Temür in either 1348 or 1360: Turmié T'e(m)ür 
Tükel Qy-a Kerey ekiten tüsimed-te “to the officials led by Turmis Temür, 
Tükel Qaya and Kerey." 
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Tükel Qay-a Kerey Küč Temür basliy begler ‘те, the lords led by 
Turmis Temür, Tükel Qaya, Kerey and Küt Temür.” H 

In this fashion, several Mongol and Uyyur documents were inter- 
related to the period of Tuyluy Temür’s reign through the joint 
occurrence of the names of his ministers. This is a recognizably valid 
approach to the problem of dating a given. document. 

The addressees of the Mongol document Nr. 8 are the following: 
Qočo-yin iduqut-ta Qulun Qy-a ekiten noyad-ta Buyan Qy-a ekiten 
ldsimed-le “to the Iduq-qut of Ообо, to the lords led by Qulun Qaya, 
to the officials led by Buyan Qaya.” In the Uyyur petition to Tuyluy 
Temür, which was mentioned above, there occurs the following 
section reviewing the history of the petitioners’ grievance (lines 34- 
36): (Yis)ün T(e)mür xan čayin-ta Qulun Qy-a qalan kesip туй 
bay-či-lar-qa qalan kesmiši yog “In the reign (Mo ¿ay ‘time’) of 
Yisün Temür Xan, Qulun Qaya levied the galan-tax, and there was 
no galan-tax levied upon the landed gardeners.” 

.It clearly emerges from this interrelationship that the Čayatai 
lord (Mo noyan, Tù beg) in East Turkestan during the reign of Yisün 
Temür (1338-1339) was this Qulun Qaya. This is not the only such 
interrelationship. We may further cite the Mongol decree Nr. 10, 
which was issued by Kebek (1320-1326) in 1326 to his minister, 
Jabayu. Once more, the Uyyur petition contains the following 
relevant section (lines 20-22): (Kebek) xan ¢ayin-ta Yabyu Beg 
qalan kesip injü bay-ci-lar-ga qalan kesmisi yoq “In the reign of 
Kebek Xan, Yabyu Beg levied the galan-tax, and there was no 
galan-tax levied upon the landed gardeners."!? Again, it is evident 
u This Uyyur document from боёо (T I D 200, M223) was edited by Rad- 
loff in Uigurische Sprachdenkmäler, pp. 27-28, and then a new transcription 
given by Arat, Op. cit., p. 107, note 1. Here, I may also mention that still 
another Uyyur text contains the names of these officials. This is a legal 
contract of a somewhat ambiguous nature belonging to the Krotkov collection 
(Kr. ТУ 618) and edited with facsimile by D. I. Tikhonov, Khozjajstvo i 
obščestvennyj stroj Ujgurskogo gosudarstva X-XIV w., Moskva-Leningrad 
1966, рр. 240-241. In lines 11-12 of this text we find: юлия Кмет" End 
Вида Tükel Qay-a Buyan Qay-a tanuq “Witnesses: Küó Temür, Наб Buqa, 
Tükel Qaya and Buyan Qaya.” Moreover, the text is addressed: men Munsuz 
Qay-a Turmis Temür-ke bitig birür men “I, Munsuz Qaya, issue this document 
to TurmiS Temür.” 

13 Although the name of this ruler is slightly damaged, it occurs between 
the sections of this text devoted to Jangši Xan (1334—ca. 1338) and Muhammad 
Xan (са. 1339— ?), making the identification certain. 

13 The name of this ruler is actually missing due to damage in the text, but 


88 it occurs between sections devoted to Esen Вида Xan (1309-1320) and 
Eljigidei Xan (1326) the identification is certain. 
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that the Cayatai lord in East Turkestan during the reign of Kebek 
was this Yabyu Beg, whose name in Mongol would regularly be 
reflected as Jabayu.!® 

From this indication alone, there can be little doubt that the 
Cayatai ruler who issued the Mongol decree Nr. 8 was Yisün Temür. 
To clinch the matter, let us consider the date. It will be recalled 
that the Mongol document Nr. 1 was issued by Yisiin Temiir in the 
fourth year of the animal cycle, the bars М, which corresponds to 
1338, or the first year of this Cayataid’s reign. The present document 
Nr. 8 was issued in the fifth year of the animal cycle, the taulai fil, 
which corresponds to 1339, or the second and last year of Yisün 
Temür's reign. | 

The sources of the period contain virtually no information con- 
cerning this ruler. His name appears in the genealogical chart of 
Xuvàndàmir, the early XVI century Persian historian, as the 
successor to Jangii.!5 But, it is only in the XVII century Sajara-i 
Turk of Abu’l-Gazi that we learn that Yisün Temür was the brother 
of Jangsi, the son of Ebiigen and the grandson of Duva (ca. 1278- 
1306). Urged on by his mother, Yisün Temür met his brother in 
battle, defeated him and had him killed, a deed from which he 
suffered great remorse. He was soon succeeded by a descendant of 
Ögödei, the Muslim ‘Ali Sultan, who is apparently to be identified 
with the Muhammad of the genealogical charts.4* Apart, then, from 
these sparse historical mentions, the brief reign of Yisün Temür is 
reflected in the two Mongol documents issued in his name to his 
officials in East Turkestan. 
14 This is, I believe, the latest occurrence of this old Inner Asian title, which 
first appears in use among the Yüeh-chih and most recently in the XI 
century Divan of Mahmud al-Käsyari: yaf'yu “the title of a subject who is 
two ranks below the Xaqan” (see Sir Gerard Clauson, An Etymological 
Dictionary of Pre-Thirteenth-Century Turkish, Oxford 1972, p. 873, for this 
and other citations). As so many of the titles of the Old Türk period, yaßyu 
must ultimately be of Iranian origin; cf. Pentti Aalto, Iranian Contacts of the 
Turksin Pre-Islamic Times, Studia Turcica, ed. L. Ligeti, Budapest 1971, p. 34. 
15 This chart is reproduced as Table 24 in: Louis Hambis, Le chapitre CV II 
du Yuan Che, Leiden 1945, and m note 1, pp. 160—161, of the work of Des- 
maisons cited below. 
18 P. I. Desmaisons, Histoire des Mogols et des Tatares par Aboul-Ghazi 
Behadour Khan, I, SPb 1871, pp. 159-160 (translation); II, 1874, p. 151 
(text). Further see: V. V. Barthold, Four Studies on the History of Central 
Asia, II. History of the Semirechyé, Leiden 1962, p. 136; Klaus Lech, Das 
mongolische Weltreich. Al-‘Umari’s Darstellung der mongolischen Reiche in 


seinem Werk Masälik al-absär fi mamälik al-amsär, Wiesbaden 1968, p. 242, 
n. 170; Franke, Zur Datierung ..., рр. 405-406. 


DER OSIRIS-MYTHOS IN TIBET 


п 


von 
SIEGBERT HUMMEL 
Plohn i. V. 


Im ersten Teil dieser Arbeit! habe ich den mythologischen Bericht 
vom Tode des tibetischen Kónigs Gri-gum mit dem Osiris-Mythos, 
insbesondere in seiner griechischen Fassung, wie sie Plutarch über- 
liefert hat, verglichen. Dabei ist nicht nur die Parallelität in Aufbau 
und Hergang der Geschehnisse auffallend, sondern auch bis in 
Einzelzüge hinein verfolgbar. Eine Kenntnis des àgyptischen Mythos 
in Zentralasien liegt, wie ich gezeigt habe, durchaus im Bereich des 
Möglichen, da in der Zeit vom 4. Jh. v. Chr. bis ins 4. Jh. n. Chr. 
zwischen Indien und Agypten ein reger Austausch zu verzeichnen 
ist? und im Gebiet von Gandhara Bildnisse des Harpokrates und der 
Isis aus den ersten Jahrhunderten n.Chr. gefunden wurden. Daf 
mir Gri-gum auf einer wichtigen Station im Ablauf der tibetischen 
Frühgeschichte eine Art Sündenbock darstellt, soll hier nur noch- 
mals unterstrichen werden. 

Ich will nun suf eine weitere seltsame Übereinstimmung hin- 
weisen, die mir insofern geeignet erscheint, die Hypothese von der 
Abhängigkeit der tibetischen Überlieferung von Gri-gum-btsan-po 
vom ägyptischen Osiris-Mythos zu stützen, als sie zwar nur einen 
Nebenzug betrifft, diesen aber in seiner Parallelität mit aller Konse- 
quenz zur Darstellung bringt: es handelt sich um die Rolle des 
Hundes in beiden Mythen.? 

Nach der tibetischen Version im mKhas-pa’i-dga’-ston des dPa’- 
bo -gtsug-lag besaß König Gri-gum eine Hündin (tib.: khyi-mo) 
1 CAJ, ХУШ, 1, S. 231. 

2 САУ, l.c., S. 28 lies: Papyrus des 3. Jh. n. Chr. 
з Vgl. auch S. Hummel, Der Hund in der religiösen Vorstellungswelt des 
Tibeters (in: Paideuma, VI, 8, 1958, S. 500%. u. VII, 7, 1961, S. 352ff.; 


im Diagramm Fig. 1 in VII, 7, S. 360, sind die Jahreszeiten vertauscht. 
Winter gehórt zu N, Frühling zu O usw.). 
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mit dem Namen ,,Heimliches Lauscheohr“ (tib.: Nyan-gyi-rna- 
gsang). Diese schickte (tib.: btang) er als Spion (tib.: nyan-po- 
byed-tu) zu seinem Widersacher Lo-ngam, um dessen Absichten 
auszukundschaften und die Gegebenheiten fiir einen Kampf zu 
untersuchen. Nach dem rGyal-rabs war bedeutsamerweise diese 
Hündin nicht ein gewóhnliches Tier, sondern eine Emanation bzw. 
eine magische Erscheinung (tib.: sprul-pa), vielleicht des Kónigs 
selbst. 

Werfen wir einen Blick auf die Bedeutung der Caniden in den 
religiósen Vorstellungen der Ágypter, so zeigt sich, daB der Schakal 
(àgypt.: s3b), in Oberägypten wilde Hunde einbeschlossen, als 
Symbol des Spürsinnes galt und von daher auch die Bezeichnung 
schakal' Amtstitel der untersuchenden Gerichtsbeamten wear 

Was den Osiris-Mythos angeht, so war der göttliche, hundsgestal- 
tete Anubis — das Wort bedeutet wahrscheinlich „Junger Hund“ - 
Helfer des Horus, des nachgeborenen Kindes des Osiris und der 
Isis® und galt meist als Sohn des Osiris," daneben aber auch als eine 
wunderbare Gestaltwerdung der Seele des Osiris.® Das erinnert uns 
an Ru-la(s)-skyes, den Sohn des Gri-gum, der unter Anlehnung an 
Haarh (1.с.) als Inkarnation der rächenden Seele des Gri-gum, der 
seinen eigenen Leichnam suchte, anzusehen sein wird.’ 

Als sich selbst Rächender tötet Osiris in Gestalt eines Hundes 
und als Helfer des Horus seinen eigenen Mörder Typhon (= Seth). . 
Darum sah man nach Diodorus (Bibliotheca historica, I) inrömischer 
Zeit Hunde an der Spitze der Isisprozessionen.!^ Diese rächende 
Funktion des Hundes im Osiris-Mythos führt uns wieder zum Be- 
richt von Gri-gum-btsan-po. Wie Horus so hatte auch der tibetische 
Ru-la(s)-skyes zum Helfer einen Hund, den er zu Lo-ngam, den 


4 mKhas-pa’i-dga’-ston, ed. Lokesh Chandra, New Delhi 1962, Part 4, 
S. 4, fol. 7r. — In der Version des rGyal-rabs-gsal-ba’i-me-long, zit. bei E. 
Haarh, The Yar-Lunh Dynasty, Kopenhagen 1969, S. 148, findet sich Nyan- 
gyi-rna-gsar-ma; H. Hoffmann, Quellen z. Geschichte der tibetischen Bon- 
Religion, Mainz 1950. S. 399 hat im rGyal-rabs für gsar-ma: seng-ma (vgl. 
Jäschke, Dictionary: auch gseng) = gespitzte, scharfe (Ohren). 

5 H. Kees, Der Götterglaube im alten Ägypten, Leipzig 1941, S. 26-32. 
Der Schakal als Upuaut vergóttlicht im oberägyptischen Assiüt. 

* Zu Horus vgl. CAJ, XVIII, Le 

? Plutarch, De Iside et Osiride, 14. 

8 Kees, l.c., S. 325. 

э CAJ, Le., S. 24. 

10 Hierzu auch Er. Kretschmar, Hundestammvater und Kerberos, Bd. II, 
Stuttgart 1938, S. 217 ff. 
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Mörder des Gri-gum, schickte und der diesen dadurch ums Leben 
brachte, daB sein Fell für jede Berührung vergiftet war, indem die 
Haarspitzen mit Gift beschmiert wurden (tib.: spu-rtsar-dug-byugs- 
pa). In den Tun-Huang-Annalen heiBt dieser Hund 'On-(g)zugs- 
yar.! 

Als Ergebnis unseres Vergleichs müssen wir feststellen: Im alten 
Agypten wie im mythologischen Bericht vom tibetischen Kónig 
Gri-gum-btsan-po gilt der Hund als Kundschafter. Als solcher tritt 
er im Mythos von Osiris und mit Wahrscheinlichkeit auch in dem 
genannten tibetischen, wo er als sPrul-sku verstanden wird, auBer- 
dem als magische Verwandlung des jeweils gemordeten Königs auf. 
In beiden Mythen ist er dann der Helfer des königlichen Sohnes 
und Vollstrecker der Rache am Mörder. Eine Zufälligkeit dieser 
Parallelität dürfte ausgeschlossen sein. 


11 J. Bacot-F. W. Thomas-Ch. Toussaint, Documents de Touen-Houang, 
Paris 1940-1946, 8. 124. E. Haarh, l.c., Б. 403 richtiger: ‘On-zugs-yar- 


grags. 


DRAVIDIAN AND ALTAIC 


by 
KARL H. MENGES 
New York — Columbia University 


On the II-nd International Conference-Seminar of Tamil Studies, 
held in Madras, 1968, among other topics problems of the relationship 
of the Dravidian languages with other language-families were discus- 
sed. In the abstract of the proceedings of the Conference-Seminar, 
the entire relationship-problem with other languages was dealt with 
by В. Austerlitz and that with Uralic by P. Aalto. While the latter 
contribution does not raise any objections, the former should be 
. reviewed here in some detail. 

Under the headline of “Long-range Comparisons of Tamil and 
Dravidian with Other Language-Families in Eurasia" (pp. 254-261 
of the abstract; Madras, 1968; Journal of Tamil Studies), R. Auster- 
litz very briefly discusses previous work on this problem and rejects 
all of it, wherewith he shows that he belongs to a category of 
linguists who principally do not approve of any research in genetic 
relationship between the individual “well-established” language- 
families such as Indo-European, or Semito-Hamitic and other ones. 
Concerning my article on Altaic and Dravidian (in Orbis XIII, 
Louvain 1964, pp. 66-103), he says: “Menges delves into historry and 
typology and provides comparisons but they do not serve to show 
that Dravidian and Altaic are systematically related" (254). While 
I wanted to show that the two families are genetically related, I 
assumed that my comparisons exhibit also a systematie relationship, 
but it appears that “systematically” is used by Austerlitz in a 
different meaning. This sweeping statement has me suspect that 
Austerlitz did not really read my article. Also other work is dealt 
with in a similar way. In his Table I (254f.) showing by whom 
Dravidian was compared with which languages, Caldwell's name is 
listed twice, with Uralic and with Indo-European, but it ought to 
have been mentioned under the headings of Japanese, Korean, and 
Altaic just as well. But Austerlitz apparently had not read Cald- 
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well’s work either, or if he did, very superficially so, for he states 
(sub no. 34): “Chaldwell compared Dravidian with too many 
language-families, thereby cancelling his own hypotheses.” This is 
not only a very unfair, but an entirely wrong statement. If he had 
only had a good look at Caldwell’s book, he would have found that 
while comparing individual features of Dravidian with many other 
languages and language-families, Caldwell pursues, in his entire 
work, as the basic concept of the external relationships of Dravidian 
that with the ‘Scythian languages" which were preponderantly the 
languages of the Uralic and Altaic families. Austerlitz could have 
read this in my article, without going back to Caldwell’s work. Not 
all of Caldwell’s extra-Uralo-Altaic comparisons have therefor to 
be discarded. As H. Jensen whom Austerlitz invokes as authority, 
“refutes,” in the II-nd volume of the Hirt-Festschrift, “Germanen 
und Indogermanen” (Heidelberg, 1936), all genetic relationship of 
Indo-European with other language-families, but with great difficul- 
ties overcoming himself by somehow recognizing a possibility of 
genetic relationship between Indo-European and Uralic, this “ref- 
utation" cannot be adduced here (cf. also К. Н. Menges, “Altajische 
Studien,” in Der Islam, XXXVII, Hamburg 1961, pp. 1-23, esp. 
р. 7£.). In the same Table I, К. Bouda is quoted sub Altaic only, 
while he did compare Dravidian with both Uralic and Altaic — as 
said in the headline of his article. In another unfair statement, 
Bouda is quoted in one breath with v. Hevesy et aliis as sample of 
unsystematic work (p. 258). About Hulbert’s comparisons of Korean 
with Dravidian, Austerlitz says that his “proposal is unacceptable 
because it is unprofessional" (254). Well, let us not forget that one 
of our outer planets was dicovered by a mailman. Hulbert has some 
equations which can be maintained since these are on the line of 
Dravido-Altaic relations. Rejecting all previous attempts to establish 
relationship of Dravidian with other language-families, Austerlitz 
nevertheless concedes that there exists “а number of instances in 
which the similarity between Dravidian forms and those of other 
languages cannot be simply dismissed" (256). As an answer to this 
question, Austerlitz avoids falling in line with those who always 
invoke chance, and in order to circumvent the problem of genetic 
relationship, he assumes “one or more stages of creolization of 
languages, periods during which the genetic alignments (by this 
vague term I mean something like ‘prehistoric families of languages’) 
of entire continents were completely or partially reshuffled to such 
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of “long-range similarities," especially since, as he claims, “long- 
range comparisons are self-defeating" (257, bottom), Austerlitz 
proposes to reconstruct “the proto-languages of existing, well- 
established families," and then, “perhaps with the aid of statistical 
methods, to compare protolanguages over large territories" (ib.), 
wherewith one has to take into consideration migrations, archeology, 
etc., etc. (258, top), i.e., with the exception of the statistical part, 
basically that what I said in the article in Orbis XIII, 1964 (pp. 
66-103), and what others, lately especially the Nostratic school of 
Moscow, a few other scholars and I myself have been doing. Of 
course, toponomastics come into the picture, as Austerlitz says 
(258), but after more detailed basic etymological research, since 
they are, as everybody knows from the European example, at this 
initial stage of exploration, by far more difficult to analyse than 
grammatical features and plain lexical items. 

While Austerlitz's article contributed nothing to this topic, that 
by Aalto, “Тһе alleged Affinity of Dravidian and Fenno-Ugric" 
(ib., pp. 262-266) summarizes research hitherto done, quoting from 
it a certain not insignificant amount of basic agreements found 
preponderantly in the domain of morphology — to which some more 
could very well have been added — and comes to the cautious but 
positive conclusion that “the Dravido-Fenno-Ugrie hypothesis is 
worth further examination.” I shall return to this on occasions 
later on. 


A DOCUMENT FROM 1904 DISMISSING AN 
ORDOS PRINCE FROM OFFICE 


by 
HENRY SERRUYS, C. I. C. M. 
Arlington, Va. 


INTRODUCTION 


The last decades of the Manchu empire were a period of ever increas- 
ing pressure upon Mongol pastures by Chinese immigrants. This 
movement was partly private enterprise, partly under government 
protection, with governmental promotion assuming an ever growing 
role. Short-sighted Mongol princes always in debt to Chinese trading 
firms, and corrupt banner officials all too often were ready to rent 
or sell more pasture lands to Chinese immigrants. Most of the time 
it was the Mongol common people who resisted the admission of new 
immigrants because opening of new land to farming inevitably led 
to severe reduction of the best pastures for which the people never 
received any compensation. And besides, given the Mongol way of 
life, no compensation could make up for loss of pasture lands. The 
problem of Chinese immigration in Inner Mongolia has many ramifica- 
tions both political and economic and cannot be gone into here. 

In Ordos a series of events all revolving around pastures and with 
profound impact on the relationship between princes and banner 
officials on the one hand, and the banner people on the other hand, 
has been described by the Rev. Jos. Van Hecken in a number of 
articles! to which I must refer the reader for details. 

Shortly after the turn of the century, the Chinese imperial 
government created a bureau, called K’en-wu (tsung) chit [1]*,? 


2 Е. р. Jos. Van Hecken, c.i.c.m., ‘Les reductions catholiques au pays des 
Ordos," Les Cahiers de la Nouvelle Revue de Science missionnaire 15, 1957, 
esp. pp. 22-28, 46-51; “Une dispute entre deux banniéres mongoles et le 
rôle joué par les missionnaires catholiques," Monumenta Serica 19, 1960, esp. 
pp. 293-295. 

* For Chinese characters see page 219. 

2 A. S. Brunnert and V. V. Hagelstrom, Present Day Political Organization 
of Qhana, repr. Taipei, 1962, p. 365 $ 777. 
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whose purpose it was to speed up the sale and occupation of banner 
lands, and in 1903 a branch office of this new bureau was established 
in Sui-yüan under the chairmanship of the Manchu general of Sui- 
yuan, I-ku [21.3 This wheeler-dealer took advantage of his authority 
in the new agency to interfere in Mongol affairs, forcing the princes 
to give up whole stretches of pasture land for Chinese occupation. 
Feeling totally helpless and unable to resist, most Mongol princes 
gave in to Chinese demands, and some even with total disregard of 
the welfare of their own people, actively cooperated with the general. 
One Ordos prince who refused to yield more land was Arbinbayar,? 
ruling prince of the banner Qanggin and chairman (da, or terigün 
daruya) of the Ordos (Great Temple: Yeke fuu) Confederation. Of 
the territory of Qanggin straddling the Yellow River in the northwest 
corner of the great bend, much land had already been lost in the 
section of the territory north of the river, and Arbinbayar was 
determined to resist any further encroachment upon his land. But 
Caydursering,® prince of Üüsin, and vicechairman of the Confedera- 
tion, overburdened with debts, was eager to please I-ku, and willingly 
cooperated with him. Moreover, one of Caydursering’s objectives 
was to replace Arbinbayar as chairman of the Confederation. In 
fact, in 1904, I-ku had Arbinbayar removed from the chairmanship 
and Caydursering installed in his place. 

In 1908, however, I-ku himself was accused in Peking of de- 
frauding both the imperial government and the Mongols and 
enriching himself at their expense; I-ku was arrested, cashiered, and 


$ L-ku whose tzu was Ai-jen [5] was a Manchu belonging to the Bordered- 
Yellow Banner; he was a chin-shih of 1892 (En-hua [6], Pa-ch’i i-wen pien-mu 
[7], Peking, 1941 ( ?), p. 17a). I-ku published several works: En-hua lists the 
K’en-wu tsou-i [8] with the Meng-k’en ch’en-su shih-lüch [9] attached to it. 
Teng Yen-lin [10], Chung-kuo pien-chiang tu-chi lu [11], Shanghai, 1958, 
p. 131. 1, lists the K’en-wu tsou-? without mention of the Meng. Ken ch’en-su 
shih-lüeh, and on p. 145. 1, 2, lists the Swi-yüan ch'i chih [12] in 10 ch., 1908, 
and the 7"u-mo-t'e chih [13], in 10 ch., 1908. The introduction to the Sui- 
yuan ch’i-chih mentions an unpublished work in 40 ch. with the title Kuet-sui 
tao chih [14]. If not exactly the author of these books, he must have been the 
honorary chairman of the commission responsible for these compilations. 
S. Jachid [Jagehid], “Agricultural Development and Chinese Colonization in 
Mongolia,” Proceedings of the Montana Academy of Sciences 28, 1968, p. 141, 
has abrief note on I-ku’s activities in other banners than those of Ordos. 

4 For Arbinbayar, see Jos. Van Hecken, “Les princes Borjigid des Ordos 
depuis leur soumission aux Mandchoux en 1636 jusqu'à leur disparition en 
1951," Central Asiatic Journal 16, 1972, p. 147. 

5 Öaydursering, prince of Üüsin: Van Hecken, “Les Princes" p. 145. 
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brought to Peking. The same year, Arbinbayar was reinstalled as 
chairman. 

The present document is the letter whereby I-ku in 1904 informed 
Arbinbayar that he had been deposed from his post of Chairman and 
replaced by Caydursering. The text comes from the archives of the 
Church of Boro-Balyasu (almost entirely destroyed by the Commu- 
nists in 1941):* it was copied in transcription first by Florent Claeys, 
c. i. c. m. (1871-1950) and then by Alph. Bermijn, с. 1. c. m. (1853- 
1915). Jos. Van Hecken provided my with a copy of the Bermijn 
text. 

In the text of the document there is mention of accusations 
brought against Arbinbayar by I-ku, but nothing specific is said, 
and I do not know the immediate causes of I-ku’s decision to have 
Arbinbayar dismissed as chairman beyond the general resistance 
put up by this Mongol prince against the general’s machinations. 
I-ku could not remove Arbinbayar on his own authority: that was 
to be done by the Li-Fan-yüan [3] “Bureau of Mongol Affairs" 
with the approval of the Throne. As the text itself says, I-ku was 
honorary chairman of the Li-Fan-yüan (Li-Fan уйат shang-shu 
hsien) and most probably anything he proposed would be accepted 
by the administration of the Li-Fan-yüan in Peking. 

I-ku’s letter, apart from a brief introduction and the final lines, 
is the very request by the Li-Fan-yüan presented to the Throne 
incorporating, at least in summarized form, a number of documents 
dealing with various stages of the case of Arbinbayar’s dismissal. 
The various quotations from this correspondence will be set off 
with different indentations for easy recognition: 

I-ku writes to Arbinbayar to communicate the contents of a 
letter received from the Li-Fan-yüan: a section of this Bureau, 
namely the section of ‘Correspondence’ has notified the higher 
officials of the Bureau that charges have been brought by 1-Ка 
against Arbinbayar, and recommends that Arbinbayar be dismissed 
from his post and that the vice-chairman, Caydursering, be made 
interim chairman, and that similarly а new vice-chairman be 
appointed ad interim, for which post Saydurjab? is recommended. 
The Li-Fan-yüan goes on to note that this recommendation has 


5 J. Van Hecken, Les missions chez les Mongols aux temps modernes, Peiping, 
1949, p. 196. 

т Saydurjab was prince of the banner Jasay. See Van Hecken, “Les princes,” 
p. 149. 
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been acted upon with imperial approval. Both interim chairman 
and interim vice-chairman now have to be given a permanent 
appointment. The Li-Fan-yüan therefore begins by quoting a text 
from the Li-Fan-yüan (eeh [4] describing the procedure to be 
followed when a request is made for a new appointment. Since 
Saydurjab held a rank no higher than ісу, and the Li-Fan-yüan 
ise-lt excludes persons holding such a low rank, the Li-Fan-yüan 
officials note that besides the Zi-Fan-yüan tse-li there exists another 
ruling permitting a prince holding a rank no higher than ay??? to 
become vice-chairman or chairman of a Confederation. Furthermore 
a list has been drawn of all qualified persons, but the Li-Fan-yüan 
administration, apparently basing itself on another special ordinance 
issued sometime before to the effect that a mere tayiji need not be 
put on that list, and then in spite of that special ordinance, probably 
tacitly referring to yet another ruling, the Li-Fan-yüan notes that 
the tayifi Saydurjab has to be listed any way. Finally, the Li-Fan- 
yüan gives a summary of its own petition to the Throne; once this 
petition has been approved by the Throne, the Li-Fan-yüan informs 
I-ku of the final decision, and orders him to forward copies to those 
involved: Arbinbayar and Caydursering, and probably Saydurjab, 
too, although the latter is not mentioned in the final lines of the 
letter. 

In Bermijn’s copy, the accusative suffix is always written -ig 
which is the spoken form of the accusative. But it is very doubtful 
that this was the form in the original as it came from I-ku’s office. 
Ant. Mostaert, in 1961, quoted the introductory lines of this documen 
and tacitly corrected -ig into -?|-y?*, and I shall do the same here. 


TEXT OF THE LETTER 


jarliy-iyar jaruysan mongyol gosiyun-u qayalaqui kereg-i yerüng- 
keyilen sidkegči sayid yadayadu mong yol-un tóró-yi jasaqu yabudal- 
un yamun-u erkilegsen sayid-un jerge qoladakin-i amur jiyuluysan 
qota-yin jerge yajar-i sakiyói Jang-Jun-u bicig. 

qanggin gosiyun-u jasay beyise arbinbayar tan-a tusiyaba. 


8 Ant. Mostaert, “‘Annonce de la mort de l'Empereur Te-tsoung et de 
l'Imperatrice Ts'eu-hi aux Mongols de la Banniere d'Otoy (Ordos)," Studia 
Sino-Altaica. Festschrift für E. Haenisch, Wiesbaden, 1961 (140-155), p. 147, 
n. 2. 
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tusiyaqu-yin аё. badarayultu tóró-yin yuciduyar on dörben 
sara-yin qorin yurban-du küliyen abuysan yadayadu mongyol-un 
törö-yi jasaqu yabudal-un yamun-ada kürgere iregsen kitad üsüg- 
ün bicig-tür jasay-un dangsa-yi ariyudgaqui keltes ergügsen anu 
yabuyulqu-yin иёт. yeke juu ayimay-un qamiyaruysan &iyulyan-u 
daruya büged ded йүшүап-ц daruya ordos jasay qosiyun-u beyise 
Caydursering-ete ergün medegülüre iregsen bitig-tir. man-u ayimay- 
un Ciyulyan-u daruya ordos jasay qosiyun-u beyise arbinbayar-i 
qayalaqui kereg-i yerüngkeyilen sidkeg¢i sayid. qoladakin-i amur- 
jiyuluysan gota-yin jangjun i-gü-yin yajar-aCa buruyusiyan ayiladqa- 
ju. Giyulyan-u daruya-ata uyturayulfu. ded ¢iyulyan-u daruya-yi 
beyise Caydursering-dür yuyuju qamiyarasuyai tegün-ü ded tiyul- 
yan-u daruya-yi jasay tayiji Saydurjab-dur yuyuju qamiyarasuyai 
Кешеп ayiladgaysan-dur jarliy-iyar yabuyuluysan-u yosuyar bolyay- 
san-i dangsa-dur temdeglejüküi. ele bayiqu ¢iyulyan-u daruya nigen 
oro-yi jüi inu darui qaulin-u yosuyar talbiqu-yi yuyuju orolduysan 
tusiyal-i kündüdkegülbesü Jokimui. Déi &iyulyan-u daruya-yin jerge 
oro-yi yuyuju talbiqui wang beyile beyise güng ner-ün dörben 
tüsimel-dür bui-yi jasay tayiji-yi qabsuryaysan bülüge. ene udaya 
ber jasay tayiji Saydurjab bolbasu. 

jarliy-i dayaju ded ¢iyulyan-u daruya-dur qamiyaruysan món. 
eyimü-yin tula jiysayan bitigsen edüge uul ayimay-un dotora-ata 
éisyulyan-u daruya talbibasu jokiqu gamiyaruysan &iyulyan-u daruya 
nar-un nere jerge-yi biöijü yamun-dur medegülüre iregüljü talbiqui- 
yi yuyusuyai kemen ergün medegülüre irejüküi. bayiéayabasu mon- 
gyol qauli jüll-ün dotora bitigsen &iyulyan-u daruya-yi. 

jarliy-iyar Jiyaju talbiqui-dur ded öiyulyan-u daruya-yin ayimay-un 
kereg-iyen tusalan sidkeküi basa gariyatu ayimay-un dotora gosiyu- 
yi jakiraqu qan wang beyile beyise güng qosiyu-yi Jakiraqu ügei 
wang güng-ner-i nasun-dur kürügedüi tüsimed-i Jiysayan bi¢ikii-yi 
kereglekü ügei-ece yadana edeger-ün gosiyun-i jakiraqui jasay wang 
güng-ner. бот tegün-iyer jerge tusiyal-i üjijü. basakü tamaya-yi 
küliyen abéu kereg sidkeküi Jil-i jiysayan biéijii edeger-ün gosiyun-i 
jakiragu ügei wang güng-ner món tegün-iyer јетре tusiyal-i üjijü 
basa nasun-dur kürügsen pünglü ideküi jil-i jiysayan biéijü &öm jil 
nasu-yi todorgayilan bičijü todorqai qayudasu-yi bicijü ebkemel-dür 
qabéiju ergüged oroyulju. 

jarliy-i yuyun nigen tüsimel-i Jiyaju talbisuyai. basakü nere jerge- 
yi jiysayan bicigsen wang güng-ner-i éayan beye tüsimed-i qauli-dur 
biöig yabuyulju арси irejü neyislel qota-dur iregülkü ügei-ete yadana 
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tegün-ede busud üledegsen nere jerge-yi jiysayan bicigsen wang 
güng-ner óóm bitig yabuyulju abéu irejü neyislel qota-dur irejü 
abëu beye-ben üjigüljü. 

jarliy-iyar jiyan talbiqui-yi keöiyenggüilen küliyelgejü bolqu ülü 
bolqu yabudal-i nuyulburi dotora todorqayilan yaryaju. jarliy-i eri 
kemen biéijüküi. basa bayiéayabasu man-u yamun-aéa ayiladqaju 
toytayaysan dürim kemjiye-yin dotor-a bitigsen egün-ece uruysi 
Siyulyan-u daruya-yin јетре oron-i yuyuju talbibasu. kerbe jiysayan 
bitibesii jokiqui wang güng dórben tüsimel-dür bayiqu bolbacu 
jasay tayiji-nar-un nere jerge-yi qabsuréu Jiysayan biéiküi-yi kere- 
glekü ügei kemen. bitigsen-i dangsa-dur temdegle jüküi. edüge yeke 
juu ayimay-un yaruysan Giyulyan-u daruya-yin nigen oron-i món 
erkebiši qaulin-u yosuyar gayudasu bitiged. 

jarliy-i yuyun Jiyaju talbibasu jokimui. man-u yamun-ala bayita- 
yabasu qariyatu ayimay-un dotora-aéa ordos jasay törö-yin beyile 
galdzangrulmawangjaljamsu kedüi kergem jalyaysan kemebesü nasu- 
dur kürügedüi jiyaysan bitiküi-yi kereglekü йреі-ебе yadana. bayica- 
yabasu ordos jasay terigün jerge-yin tayiji Saydurjab odua ded 
éiyulyan-u daruya qamiyaruysan jiysayan bicibesü jokiqui-yin tulada. 
oldabasu qariyatu Ciyulyan-ada medegülüre iregsen gayudasu bitig- 
sen-ü yosuyar Öiyulyan-u daruya talbibasu jokiqui kümün món 
qamiyaruysan ¢iyulyan-u daruya-nar-un nere jerge-yi todorqai qa- 
yudasu biciged ebkemel-dür qabéiju ergün oroyulju. 

jarliy-iyuyun Giyulyan-u daruya nigen tüsimel jiyan talbisuyai 
кетеп aylladgaysan-dur badarayultu tóró-yin yuciduyar on dórben 
sara-yin arban jiryuyan-dur ayiladqaysan-dur singqu piriyer Cuyu- 
luysan jarliy éóaydursering batulan yaryaysan kemegsen-i süsüglen 
dayaju küróü irejüküi. oldabasu erkem jangjun-dur bidig yabuyulju 
bayiéayan üjisügei kemen kürgere irejüküi. eden-i gamiyaruysan 
&iyulyan-u daruya üüsin gosiyun-u beyise Caydurseringtan-a tusiyaju 
süsüglen dayaqui-aóa yadana. oldabasu qariyatu beyise arbinbayar 
tan-a tusiyaju darui firumlan dayatuyai. egün-ü tula tosqayilan 
tusiyaba. 

badarayultu törö-yin yuciduyar on dórben sara-yin qorin jiryuyan- 
а: 


TRANSLATION 


Letter from the General, Commissioner appointed by Imperial 


э Jang-jun is from the Chinese chiang-chün “military leader, general." 
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Command,!? Director-General of Affairs (relating to) the opening of 


Banner (-lands), with the (honorary) rank of Presiding Officer of 
the Bureau of Affairs (regarding the) Administration of Outer 
Mongol (territories),'? garrisoning such places as the Town-Pacifying- 
the-Far-away:!? dispatched to Arbinbayar!* (holding the rank of) 
beyise,15 ruling prince of the Banner Qanggin. 

Reason for dispatching (this letter): on the twenty-third of the 
fourth (lunar) month of the thirtieth year of the Badarayultu törö 
(era [June 6, 1904]) (L) received a letter in Chinese script from the 


Bureau of Affairs (regarding the) Administration of Outer Mongol 
(territories), in which (I read): 
A report!® was submitted (to the Bureau) by the Department of 
Banner Correspondence!" to this effect: 


10 Jarliy-iyar jaruysan ... sayid renders the Chinese formula ch’in-ch’ai 
ta-ch’en [15] “great commissioner sent by the Emperor” of the Ch'ing docu- 
mentary style. 

1 Mongyol gosiyun-u gayalaqui kereg is the Mongol term for pan Meng-ch’i 
k’en-wu (ta-ch’en) [16]. 

1 Tadayadu mongyol-un törö-yi jasaqu yabudal-un yamun “Bureau of Af- 
fairs regarding the Administration of Outer Mongol (territories)’’ is the Li- 
Fan-ytian (later renamed pu “‘ministry’’). Ch’ing-shth [17] ch. 116 (Taipei ed., 
1961, pp. 1369b-1371a). Brunnert and Hagelstrom, Present . . . Organization, 
рр. 160-166; H. Serruys, “A Socio-political Document from Ordos: the Dürim 
of Otoy from 1923," Monumenta Serica 30 (526—621), p. 595, n. 230. Tada- 
yadu does not refer to “Outer” Mongolia in contradistinction to “Inner” 
Mongolia, but to Mongolia “outside China Proper." 

1 Qoladakin-? amurfiyuluysan is the translation of the name Sui-yüan [18]. 
the “new” town founded by the Manchu regime at a short distance north 
from Kuei-hua-ch’eng, or Köke-gota "Blue City." A variant was Qoladakin-i 
amur bolyayči qota: W. Heissig, Catalogue of Mongol Books, Manuscripts, and 
Xylographs, Copenhagen, 1971, p. 120b: “Mong. 502;" Ant. Mostaert, 
“Annonce,” p. 147, n. 2. 

1 Tan-a: here and in the final lines of I-ku’s letter, tan is a mark of respect. 
15 Qosiyun-u beyise, or beyise for short, was the fourth nobility rank under 
the Manchu regime. Jos. Kowalewski, Diet. M. R.F., p. 1112а; Brunnert and 
Hagelstrom, Organization, p. 5, nr. 20: ku-shan pei-tzu, this being a rendition 
of the Manchu gása? beise. E. Hauer, Handwörterbuch der Mandschusprache, 
Wiesbaden, 1952, pp. 84, 396. Ant. Mostaert, “Annonce,” р. 148, n. 8. Jos. 
Van Hecken, “Princes,” p. 146, states that the prince of Qanggin in 1707 
was granted the title of beyile (third nobility rank), and repeats this on p. 147 
with regard to Arbinbayar; this seems to be an error. 

18 Неге begins the Li-Fan-yüan's lengthy report to the Throne in which 
various documents are incorporated indieating the sequence of events. 

11 Jasay-un dangsa ariyadgaqui keltes “Department Clearing the Banner 
Correspondence," only vaguely renders the Chinese expression ChA'-ch- 
ch'ing-l ssu [19], one of the subdivisions of the Li-Fan-yüan. Cf. Ch’ingi 
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In a letter that has arrived from Caydursering (holding the 
title of) gosiyun-u beyise, ruling prince of the Ordos (banner 
Üüsin), interim chairman of the Confederation of the tribes of 
the Great Temple!® and vice-chairman of the Contfederation,!? 
he submits and reports: 


The Office of the General I-ku of the Town-Pacitying — the 
Far-Away, Commissioner and Director-General of Affairs 
(relating to the) Opening (of Banner lands) has made a 
report accusing Arbinbayar (holding the rank of) gosvpun-u 
beyise, ruling prince of the Ordos (banner Qanggin) and 
Chairman of the Confederation of our tribes.?° 


“After deposing?! (Arbinbayar) from his post of Chairman of the 
Confederation, request (the Throne) to have the chairmanship?? 
of the Confederation temporarily entrusted to Caydursering 
(holding the rank of) beyise, and request (the Throne) to have 


shah, ch. 116 (Taipei ed., p. 1370a): this section handled all matters regard- 
ing the Six Confederations, comprising forty-nine banners, of Inner Mongolia. 
Jasay here means “banner administration." The banners of Outer Mongolia 
were under another section. The subdivisions of the various ministries (pu), 
formerly also called ри, in 1396 were renamed cA'?ng-l4 ssu: ““Honest-Per- 
sonnel Bureau” in order to encourage honesty in the bureaucracy. Ming Tai- 
tsu shih-lu (Taipei ed.) vol. 8, pp. 3579-80 (Comm. Mr Chaoying Fang, June 
. 12, 1974). 

18 Ayimay can mean “tribe, group," but also “confederation.” Yeke ўши 
ayimay is "Confederation of the Great Temple (i.e. Ordos)," but then 1mme- 
diately following we have the words &yulyan-u daruya: “Chairman of the 
Confederation." The writer may have tried to &void using the same word 
&iyulyan twice in one sentence. We will find the same arrangement further 
down in this document, and for this reason I translate ayimay as “‘tribes.”’ 
18 Caydursering was vice-chairman of the Confederation, and upon the 
dismissal of the Chairman, Arbinbayar, was made ad interim chairman. 
Qamiyaruysan must be taken here in the meaning listed by Kowalewski, 
p. 8068: “gérer les affaires provisoirement.” It is evident that not all the 
pieces of the correspondence quoted by the Li-Fan-yüan are cited in full, or in 
proper order: the decision to dismiss the chairman Arbinbayar and replace 
him temporarily with Caydursering is referred to only in the next section 
of the Li-Fan-yüan's text. 

20 Ayimay "tribes," cf. n. 18. 

21 The section of “Banner correspondence” resumes its report to the higher 
officials of the Li-Fan-yüan. 

22 Here the section of “Banner correspondence" suggests that Caydursering, 
who was vice-chairman, be made chairman pro tempore; but then it would 
seem that the word ded in ded Siyulyan-u daruya-yt is superfluous. 
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the vice-chairmanship temporarily entrusted to the ruling 
prince? (of Jasay Banner), the tagifi Saydurjab.’2 


Upon?’ (arrival of this) report, following an Imperial Approval 
for execution, 16 was acted upon and filed in the archives. We 
request that this present position of Confederation Chairman be 
filled?® immediately, according to the laws, and it would be good 
to charge (Saydursering) with the office (previously) held?" (by 
Arbinbayar). Moreover, to the four (ranks of) officials (namely) 
Wang, беуйе, beyise, and güng, qualified for appointment by 
request to such posts as Chairman (and Vice-chairman) of the 
Confederation, has been added a ruling (banner) prince who is 
(a mere) tayi}i.2® This time, as far as the ruling prince (of Jasay 
Banner), the tayifi Saydurjab, is concerned, he has, according to 
an Imperial Command, precisely been madeinterim Vice-chairman 
of the Confederation,?? and therefore his name has been listed.?! 
Now from the Confederation in question™ (a list) has been written 


зз ‚Jasay here means “ruling prince of banner," and does not refer to the 
name of his banner, also Jasay. 

24 Saydurjab was only tayijt (of the first rank: A. Mostaert, “Annonce” 
p. 148, n. 8), and strictly speaking he was not in line to succeed as vice-chair- 
man and later chairman, as we shall see in the following lines. 

25 Here the higher administration of the Li-Fan-yüan continues: they have 
acted upon the recommendation of the section of banner correspondence and 
received imperial approval to have Caydursering and Saydurjab appointed as 
interim chairman and vice-chairman. Now the text continues to explain the 
procedure for their full-time appointment. 

28 Ото talbiqu, cf. A. Mostaert, Dict. ordos, p. 518b: “ого tabi-: nommer un 
remplaçant.” 

27 Oroldu-: “to go into together," also “to assume a charge.” 

28 There were two ranks of güng: ulus-un tüsiye güng: chen-kuo-kung [20], 
fifth class of nobility, and ulus-tur tusalaqu güng: fu [21] -kuo-kung, sixth 
class of nobility (cf. note 38). 

?? A banner prince who is only tayifi without any of the above mentioned 
four ranks of nobility can also be considered for promotion to chairman or 
vice-chairman, although this is not provided in the Li-Fan-yüan regulations 
as quoted below. The double accusative bui-yi . . . taytji-yi gabsuryaysan ів a 
little strange. Qabsur- “зе joindre a quelqu'un pour l'aider;" gabsurya-, its 
causative: “to make join; to add" (Dict. ordos, pp. 281-282). 

30 „dur gamiyaruysan món “precisely governing ad interim in the (post of) 
vice-chairman.” 

1 Jj»sayan bičigsen renders the Chinese expression k’at-lieh [22] “to list.” 
This refers to a list of names of qualified persons for a certain position, Cf. 
below in the quotation from the Li-Fan-yüan tse-li. 

3? Literally “original.” 
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and forwarded to this (Li-Fan-yüan) Bureau with the names?? 
of such (persons as) the interim Chairman of the Confederation 
to be appointed Chairman, ete.,34 requesting that (we: the Li- 
Fan-yüan) petition the (definitive) appointments: such a report 
has arrived and been submitted (to us). If (we) examine (the 
present case we find the following) written in the Mongol Law 29 


‘For a direct appointment?® by Imperial Order to the Chair- 
manship of a Confederation: (the names of) the Vice-chairman 
of the Confederation assisting in the Administration of the 
affairs of the Confederation,?' and of gans, wangs, beyiles, beyises, 
and güngs who rule a banner®® in the said Confederation,?? 
and of wangs, güngs, etc., who rule no banner — except for 
functionaries who have not reached the (legal) age*® and (thus) 
need not be listed — and among them, those wangs, güngs, etc. 
who are ruling princes‘! administering a banner will all be 
listed according to their ranks and appointments, also noting 
the years in which they received their seals and (started) 
excercising their functions; and among them, wangs, güngs, etc. 


зз Nere jerge, literally “name and rank," in the quotation below renders the 
Chinese ming [23], and I translate it here and in subsequent cases as “name.” 
34 The plural daruya-nar-un (nere jerge) implies that besides the chairman, 
ihe vice-chairman is also to be confirmed. 

35 The law in question is the Z4-F'an-yüan tse-l. The following text is an 
almost literal translation of a section (6. 6b 7a) regarding the appointment 
of the chairman of а Confederation. 

з Jarliy-iyar #yaju talbiqu is another rendition of the Chinese chien-fang. 
In the Chinese text there is no word corresponding to the Mongol jarliy- 
бат, except that the characters chéen-fang are printed in raised position. 

з: Ded Siyulyan-u daruya-yin ayimay-un kereg-iyen tusalan sidkeküi ів an 
almost word for word translation of the Chinese fu-meng-chang pang-pan 
meng-wu [24] “the vice-chairman of the Conf. (who) assists in administering 
Confederation affairs." 

зз Here five ranks are listed of princes ruling banners who could be consider- 
ed as possible successors to the post of chairman. However, in Inner Mongolia, 
there were no qans, and that is the reason why in the foregoing lines there is 
mention of four ranks. 

33 Qariyatu ayimay “‘confederation under our jurisdiction” renders the 
Chinese kai-meng [25] “said confederation.” 

10 The legal age of a Фу} was eighteen years. Lë Bon -уйат tse-li 3. 1а. If 
before that age he was titulary of some post, for example banner prince, a 
council of regents administered in his name. 

531 Jasay wang güng-ner: wangs, beyiles, beyises, güngs who are jasay, i.e. 
ruling princes; jasay is synonymous with the preceding words gosiyu-yv 
Jakiraqu. In the lines immediately following, gosiyun-i Jakiraqu-tiget: the word 
jasay is not repeated, because “a Jasay who does not rule a banner" would 
be а contradiction in terms. 
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who rule no banner will equally be listed according to their 
ranks and appointments, also noting the year in which they 
reached (legal) age and (started) drawing salaries; and in all 
cases their age will be clearly marked. (The information) will 
be written on a “clear sheet”? to be submitted jointly with a 
memorial* requesting an Imperial Order for direct appointment 
of one functionary (as Chairman). Moreover, wangs, güngs, ебе. 
whose namest have been listed — except for such functionaries 
with “white bodies’“* who according to the law need not be 
told to come to the Capital to bring the memorial — the other 
remaining wangs, güngs, etc. whose names have been listed 
must all state clearly in the memorial‘? the fact whether or not 
they can bring the list to the Capital and appear in person*® 
to respectfully accept an appointment by Imperial Command, 
and (in this way) seek a Command.'4? 


а Pünglü (Kowalewski, p. 12708) is Chinese feng-lu [26]. 

аз  T'odorgai gayudasw renders the Chinese ch’ing-tan [27] “list.” 

4  Ebkemel (and further down nuyulburt) renders the Chinese term che [28] 
“fold; memorial." Qabči- “to press between two objects" here means that the 
list of names must be put in the same envelope with the memorial itself, 
both pieces to be forwarded together. 

45 Nere jerge jiysayan bitigsen: this sentence corresponds to lieh-ming [29] 
"listed. names" in the Chinese text. 

15 Cayan beye “white body" corresponds to the Chinese phrase “who have 
not contracted smallpox." Because of the danger of catching the disease m 
China on their regular visits to the Court, Mongol princes who had not con- 
tracted smallpox and thus were not immunized, were not required to got to 
Peking. Sometimes they would be told to visit the Court during its stay at 
Jehol, where presumably there was less danger. However, sometimes Mongol 
princes would be secretly vaccinated, and continue to avoid the prescribed 
visits to the Court (Letter from Jos. Van Hecken, April 2, 1974, from an oral 
communication to him by the late Ant. Mostaert). 

47 Nuyulburi: of. note 44. 

ав Beye-ben üfigüljü: “showing their persons” renders the Chinese Asien [30] 
in raised position “appear at an audience with the Emperor.” 

1? This is an almost literal translation of the section of the Li-Fan-yüan tse- 
li 6. 6b Та: “Simplified appointment of the Chairman of a Confederation: 
(when) a simplified appointment (by Imperial Decision is sought): the names 
of the vice-chairman of the Confederation who assists in the administration of 
Confederation matters, and of gans, wangs, beyiles, beyises, kungs who rule 
banners within the said Confederation, and also of wangs, kungs, etc. who rule 
no banner — except that those who have not reached (legal) age need not be 
listed — wangs, kungs, etc. who are jasays ruling banners, will be listed 
according to their ranks and the years in which they received their seals and 
took office. As to wangs, kungs, etc. who rule no banner, they must also be 
listed according to ranks and years in which they reached (legal) age and 
(began to) receive their salaries. With accurate indication of the years, all will 
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That is what is written®® (in the Mongol Law). And if we further 
examine (the rulings applicable to this case, we find that) in an 
ordinance established and reported by our Bureau, is written as 
follows: 
From now on when a petition is made to appoint a replacement 
for such a post as that of Chairman of a Confederation, you 
need not add on the list names of banner rulers with the (mere 
rank of) у, although they are there, together with the 
(names of the) four (kinds of) functionaries (namely) wangs, 
güngs, etc. who are to be listed.*! 


“This is in our files. 

Now*5? it is absolutely necessary to write a memorial according 
to the regulations, requesting an Imperial Order appointing one 
replacement for the outgoing Chairman of the Confederation of 
the Tribes53 of the Great Temple. When our Bureau? examines 
(the case, we find that) although it is said on the part of the said 
Confederation55 that Galdzanrulmawangjaljamsu*® holding the 
title of Tér6-yin beyile,5” ruling prince of the Ordos (banner Otoy) 
has inherited his dignity, he has not yet reached the (legal) age, 
and (his name) need not be listed; and apart from that, if we 


be neatly copied on a ‘clear sheet’ to accompany the memorial submitted 
requesting an Imperial Order appointing one man. Moreover, those wangs, 
kungs, whose names have been listed — except those who have never contract- 
ed smallpox and according to precedent need not come with the report to the 
Capital — the other wangs, kungs, etc. whose names have been hsted, will 
clearly state in the memorial whether or not they are able to bring their 
memorial to the Capital to have an audience and respectfully wait for an 
Imperial Appointment, and (thus) seek a Decree." The Li-Fan-yiian tse-li 
text does not mean that all the nobles listed had to come to the capital; I 
guess that once one man had been chosen, only he had to come to the capital 
for an audience. 

5 Here the Li-Fan-yüan continues its memorial to the Throne. 

51 I have no information about such an ordinance (dürim-kemfiye) issued 
by the Li-Fan-yüan. Later it will appear that the name of the tay?fi Saydurjab 
has to be listed anyway. 

53 Here the Li-Fan-yüan begins its memorial strictly speaking to the Throne 
requesting the appointments. 

53  Ayimay: cf. note 18. 

5 Namely the Li-Fan-yüan. 

55 Qariyatu ayimay could also be translated as “the responsible Confedera- 
tion." 

56 Jos. Van Hecken, “Les princes," p. 141. While still a minor he had 
inherited the title of beyile and ruling prince of Otoy in 1903. 

57 Törö-yim beyile, or beyile, third noble rank. Cf. Ant. Mostaert, “Annonce,” 
p. 148, n. 8; Kowalewski, p. 19408; Er. Hauer, Handwörterbuch, p. 84. 
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examine (the case, we find that) since (the name of) Saydurjab, 
tayiji of the first rank5® and ruling prince of the Ordos (banner 
Jasay) must now be listed5? as interim Vice-chairman of the 
Confederation; as soon as (the name list) arrived, in the manner 
of the memorial reported to us: Li-Fan-yüan) by the said Con- 
federation, (we) wrote out on a “clear sheet" the names of those 
same interim Chairman (and interim Vice-chairman)9? of the 
Confederation who are the persons who ought to be appointed 
Chairman (and Vice-chairman) of the Confederation, which we 
present and submit (to the Throne) and request an Imperial 
Command appointing one functionary as Chairman (and one 
Vice-chairman) of the Confederation." 

“When we had submitted this,9! on the sixteenth of the fourth 
month of the thirtieth year of the Badarayultu-téré (era: [May 
30, 1904]) an Imperial Command signed with the Vermilion 
Brush® was issued confirming Caydursering (as Chairman of the 
Confederation), and it has reached (us) to be respectfully obeyed. 83 
It said: “ав soon as (you: Li-Fan-yüan) receive (this order), 
forward it to the Honorable General (for him to) examine and 


peruse.” | 
This letter® has reached (me: I-ku): apart from respectfully 
obeying and forwarding (the text) to Caydursering, $5 interim Chair- 


58 А. Mostaert, "Annonce," p. 148, n. 8. 

5 Apparently contrary to what a previous ordinance of the Li-Fan-yüan 
prescribed. A later ruling ? 

в Daruya-nar-un (пете ferge): the plural indicates that besides the appoint- 
ment of the chairman, the Li-Fan-yüan also included that of the vice- 
chairman. 

91 Неге the Li-Fan-yüan addresses I-ku directly. 

вз The imperial approbation written in red ink (chu-pi [31]: vermilion 
brush) on the memorial. 

3  l'aryaysan kemegsen-i süsüglen dayaju kürčü irefüküi: kemegsen-t (namely, 
the imperial order saying that ...) is object of süsüglen dayafu (to obey 
respectfully), but at the same time it is subject of kürčü irefükür. 

8 Kemen ends the long document (kitad üfüg bitig “in Chinese") forwarded 
to I-ku, and the latter here resumes his own words to Arbinbayar. 

65 Tan-a here and in the next line is a mark of respect. Although this is 
not mentioned here, there must have been a copy for Saydurjab, too. It is a 
little strange that I-ku stil calls Caydursering “gamiyaruysan: interim 
administrator’ after his appointment. The reason may be that this was the 
official notification. And although the Li-Fan-yüan tse-li called for a journey 
to the capital and an audience neither Caydursering nor Caydurjab went to 
Peking. Probably by this time, this part of the procedure was no longer in 
effect. 


A DOCUMENT FROM 1904 DISMISSING AN ORDOS PRINCE FROM OFFICE 219 
man of the Confederation (holding the rank of) Qostpun-u beyise 
of Üüsin (banner); as soon as I received (the decree), I also forwarded 
(a copy) to my subordinate Arbinbayar (with the rank of) beyise: 
follow and obey immediately. This is the reason for (this) special 
communication. 

On the twenty-sixth of the fourth month of the thirtieth year of 
the Badarayuliu-törö (era [June 9, 19041). 
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НЕКОТОРЫЕ СВЕДЕНИЯ ОБ УЗБЕКАХ АФГАНИСТАНА 


Ариф Усманов 
Ташкент, СССР 


Население Афганистана по своему национальному составу отлича- 
ется пестротой. На его территории проживает более двадцати 
народностей: пуштуны, таджики, узбеки, туркмены, хазарейцы, 
белуджи и др. 

Поскольку всеобщей точной переписи населения Афганистана 
никогда не производилось, то естественно, что данные о числен- 
ности жителей страны являются предположительными и неточны- 
ми. Различные источники по-разному определяют количество 
населения в стране. Сами афганцы называют цифру 17 миллионов 
человек.! 

Узбеки, наряду с другими тюркоязычными народами (туркме- 
нами, казахами, киргизами и другими) с древних времен населяют 
северные провинции современного Афганистана. Они вместе с 
афганцами на протяжении веков мужественно боролись против 
иноземных угнетателей за свободу и независимость своей страны — 
Афганистана. 

Общая площадь Северного Афганистана, где проживают узбеки 
и другие тюркоязычные народы — 75 тыс. KM”, из них 80% — гори- 
стая местность, и только лишь 20%о-земли пригодны для жизни. 
«Узбеки живут главным образом в приамударьинской равнине, 
где Балх, Хулм и Кундуз являются средоточием их массы».? Го- 
ворят они на различных диалектах узбекского языка. 

В Афганистане еще недавно отмечалось подразделение узбеков 
на племена: «катаган», «курама», «минг», «сари», «барлас», «кар- 
лук», «чанг», «культурат», «кунград», «ayTapaHr», «ачамайли», 
«таймуз», «берка», «кипчак», «кутр», «тугул», «юз», «джалаир» и 


1 Журн. «Маджмуайи-ихсаяви», Кабул, 1972, стр. 3—4; Журн. «Азия и 
Африка сегодня», Ne 7, 1974, г. стр. 3, 6. 

2 JI Алексеенков, Аграрный вопрос в Афганском Туркестане. Меж- 
дународный аграрный институт, Москва, 1933, стр. 15. 

з ЦГА УзССР, Ф. И-3, on. 2, д. 18, л. 137. 
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др. Еще в первой половине XIX века из общего количества 97 ys- 
бекских племен, населявших территорию Бухарского эмирата, 
28 приходилось на южный Туркестан, который в настоящее время 
называется Северным Афганистаном. 

По данным, собранным русским чиновником Баевым, в г. Май- 
мане и его окрестностях в то время проживало около 5 тыс. семей 
узбеков, а в районах г. Сарыпуля — 4 тыс. семей, Андхоя — 3,3 тыс. 
семей, Шибиргана — 3,5 тыс. семей. Около 100 семей узбеков 
также жило в районе Мукура.? 

В начале 90-х годов ХТХ в. в Кабуле также проживало 2,5 тыс. 
семей узбеков, уроженцев Коканда, Ташкента, Андижана, Map- 
телана и Самарканда 

В этот период в Северном Афганистане существовали многочис- 
ленные узбекские феодальные ханства: Балхское, Кундузское, 
Айбакское, Хульмское, Майманинское, Сарыпульское, Шибир- 
ганское, Андхойское и ханство Ахча. Все эти ханства находились 
в вассальной или полувассальной зависимости от Бухарского эми- 
рата. Они не были централизованными государственными объеди- 
нениями. Каждое из них состояло из ряда самостоятельных или 
полусамостоятельных феодальных владений, которые, стремясь к 
расширению своей территории и установлению господства над 
другими племенами, вели. постоянные феодальные войны как 
между собой, так и против бухарского эмира. Внутренние междо- 
усобные войны, сопровождавшиеся грабежами, и беспощадная 
эксплуатация трудящихся масс со стороны феодалов и баев, 
разоряли народные массыи приводили к ослаблению узбекских 
ханств Северного Афганистана. 

В начале XIX в. Англия, захватив большую часть Индии, ор- 
ганизовав там свои базы и используя ее богатые материальные и 
людские ресурсы, приступила, под флагом обороны Индии, к 


4 В настоящее время среди узбеков фактически не существует пле- 
менного деления, хотя некоторые группы их еще называют себя пред- 
ставителями того или иного племени. 
5 Н. Ханыков, «Описание Бухарского ханства», CII6., 1893, стр. 58—63. 
6 Отчет чиновника министерства финансов генерал-майора Баева no 
7 Afghanistan and Its Inhabitants. Translated from the ”Hayat-i-Afghan“ 
of Muhammad Hayat Khan by Henry Priestley, Lahore, 1874, p. 311. 
командировке для исследования нашей границы c Персией и Афгани- 
станом в пределах Закаспийской области, 1888, стр. 47. ЦГА УзССР, 
&.M-1, оп. 34, д. 608, л.35—36, л.39—41, x. 717, л. 126, 131, 134, 140; z. 706, л. 66. 
8 ЦГА УзССР, ch. 71-3, оп. 2, д. 25, л. 390. 


222 Ариф Усманов 


осуществлению плана захвата всего Востока, в том числе Афгани- 
стана, Бухары, Хивы и Коканда. 

В 1838—1839 гг. английские колонизаторы начали разбойничью 
войну против Афганистана. Эта страна в основном была нужна им 
как плацдарм для экспансии в сторону Средней Азии. Немецкий 
историк Карл Нейман, говоря о целях этой первой англо-афган- 
ской войны, писал, что «заняв в 1840 г. Афганистан, англичане уже 
закидывали сети на другие места. Сначала думали даже о походе 
на сторону Awy, в Самарканд и Byxapy.»? 

Во время первой англо-афганской войны английские захватчи- 
ки сделали попытку вторгнуться через Северный Афганистан в 
Среднюю Азию, но в боях под перевалом Парван-Дара вось- 
митысячный отряд узбекских ханств Северного Афганистана, 
пришедший на помощь афганскому эмиру Дост Мухаммед-хану, 
наголову разбил колонну генерала Сэла. Английский политиче- 
ский агент в Гиндукуше доктор Лорд был убит в бою, а солдаты 
2-го кавалерийского полка обратились в бегство. 1° 

Разгром английской оккупационной армии в Афганистане зимой 
1841—1842 гг. временно приостановил английскую агрессию. Однако 
в пятидесятых годах ХІХ в. Англия, закончив покорение Пенджа- 
6a, подошла к афганской границе. С целью отвлечь внимание 
афганского эмира Дост Мухаммед-хана на север, за Гиндукуш, 
надеясь в дальнейшем захватить Северный Афганистан и всю 
Среднюю Азию, афганский эмир Дост Мухаммед-хан, подстрека- 
емый Англией, начал захватывать земли Северного Афганистана, 
в том числе и узбекские ханства. Этот процесс затянулся на не- 
сколько десятилетий. В 1840—1850 rr. афганцы присоединили к 
Афганистану земли Балха, Мазари-Шарифа, Кундуза и других 
ханств, но вскоре некоторые ханства вернули себе независимость. 
Однако, в правление эмира Абдуррахмана (1880—1901 гг.) афган- 
ские феодалы окончательно подчинили себе все земли между 
Аму-Дарьей и Гиндукушом. С этих пор узбекские ханства пре- 
вратились в провинцию Афганистана. 

Захват земель, которые превращались в имения афганских 
феодалов, непосильные налоги и поборы привели к разорению и 


® Карл Фридрих Нейман, Афганистан и англичане в 1841 и 1842 rr., 
M., 1848, стр. 101. 

10 A.X. Бабаходжаев, Провал английской агрессивной политики в 
Средней Азии в 1917—1922 rr., Ташкент, 1955, стр. 9—33. 
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обнищанию местного населения, к бегству его в Byxapy, а также 
запустению многих городов и сел Северного Афганистана. Такие 
города, как например, Хульм, Янги-Арык и Сиягирд были раз- 
рушены, так что OT них остались только развалины." 

В результате бегства местного населения в Бухару Северный 
Афганистан оказался в состоянии упадка. Это привело к сниже- 
нию доходов государственной казны. Поэтому афганский эмир 
Абдуррахман-хан для прекращения массовой эмиграции местного 
населения в Бухару начал брать узбеков и таджиков, главным 
образом из состоятельной части населения, в заложники. 

По этому поводу он в своей автобиографии писал: «Каттаган- 
ских пленников я не отпустил на волю, но послал известить их 
родственников, которые покинули страну ..., что если они не Bep- 
нутся в свои дома, я прикажу казнить всех пленных, бывших в 
моих руках... 

Вскоре ко мне явились в качестве представителей несколько 
мулл, чтобы оговориться относительно условий возвращения 
беженцев. Я поклялся именем бога, что если они не будут оскор- 
блять афганское правительство и покажуг себя мирными поддан- 
ными, я буду относиться к ним, как к моим собственным людям, и 
покровительствовать их KHTepecaM.»1? 

Но однако, несмотря на подобные карательные меры по отно- 
шению как к самим беженцам, так и к оставшимся в Северном 
Афганистане их родственникам, число вернувшихся обратно в 
Северный Афганистан было незначительно. 

Такова краткая история. Что касается современного положения 
узбеков Афганистана, то они продолжают занимать северные 
районы Афганистана. 

В наши дни количество узбеков Афганистана в различных 
источниках дается по-разному. Общее число, говорящих на узбек- 
ском языке, определялось в 1939 г., как среднее между 200 тыс. и 
800 T51c.,13 в 1962 г. — их число составляло от 500 тыс. до 1 млн.“ По 
советским источникам, в Афганистане проживают свыше 1,5 мил- 


M Гродеков H. W., Через Афганистан, CII6., 1880, стр. 48. 

1? Автобиография Абдуррахман-хана, CIIO., 1902, т. 1, стр. 35. 

13 (С. Jarring, "On the Distribution of Turk Tribes in Afghanistan“, LUA 
35:4 (1939), p. 64. 

14 Н. F. Schurmann, the Mongols of Afghanistan, 's-Gravenhage, 1962, 
p. 96. 
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лиона узбеков, по турецким источникам — 2,5 млн.,! а по данным, 
опубликованным в Афганистане, в северных районах страны 
наряду с другими тюрко-язычными народами проживает около 
трех миллионов узбеков." 

По мнению тюркологов Запада, узбеки, живущие в Афгани- 
стане, делятся на афганских узбеков или, как их называют «уз- 
беки-махалли» — «местные узбеки» и «узбеки-мухаджир» — «y3- 
беки-эмигранты», которые прибыли в Афганистан из Узбекистана 
и других республик Средней Азии.!8 

Узбеки Афганистана занимаются в основном земледелием, 
скотоводством и торговлей. Они выращивают на орошаемых 
землях хлопок, рис, кукурузу, клевер и кунжут. Повсеместно раз- 
вито садоводство и бахчеводство. Производительные силы в этой 
отрасли находятся на очень низком уровне. Большинство работ 
выполняется вручную, современной сельскохозяйственной тех- 
ники, по существу, нет. Оросительная система, исключая несколько 
современных ирригационных сооружений, примитивна и не 
обеспечивает использования земельных pecypcon.!? 

Наличие обширных пастбищ дает возможность узбекам горных 
районов, наряду с земледелием, сохранять их исконное занятие — 
скотоводство. Они разводят в первую очередь каракулевых овец, 
шкурки которых являются важной статьей афганского экспорта и 
доходной частью бюджета Афганистана. Разводят также коз, 
лошадей, верблюдов и крупный рогатый скот. 

В настоящее время в Афганистане насчитывается около 20 мил. 
овец, из которых 6 миллионов — каракулевых, 3,1 миллиона голов 
крупного рогатого скота, 3,2 миллиона коз, 400 тысяч лошадей, 
300 тыс. верблюдов.?0 

Многие узбеки занимаются мелкой торговлейи ремеслами. Раз- 
вито валяние кошм и тканье простых хлопчатобумажных мате- 


5 «Народы передней Азии», Институт этнографии имени Н.Н. Mu- 
клухо-Маклая АН CCCP, Москва, 1957, стр. 154. Журн. «Между- 
народная жизнь», № 12, 1973, стр. 145. 

IB Журн. «Турк култури», Анкара, 1966, № 39. 

17 Выступления депутатов тюркоязычных народов в нижней палате 
(Улуси джирга) парламента Афганистана Кары Мавланкула, Мухам- 


мада Гельдихана и др. «Дъ улуси джирге джарида» (or d Le ad Д 5) 


Кабул, 16. II. 1968, erp. 52, 80. 

18 Ilse Laude-Cirtautas (Seattle, USA), “A Glimpse at Uzbeks in Afghani- 
stan. An Uzbek Radio Program in Kabul.” (Manuscript). 

19 Развивающаяса Азия, M., 1973, стр. 89. 

"8 Журн. «Международная жизнь», № 12, 1973, стр. 146. 
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рий, грубого шерстяного сукна, паласов, тонкой паласной под- 
стилки и мешков. 

Узбеки Афганистана исповедуют суннизм. Они, как и все другие 
народы Востока, имеют богатые и разнообразные фольклорные и 
литературные традиции, богатые литературно-художественные 
ценности, созданные в процессе созидательного творческого труда. 
K сожалению, помимо одной-двух книг и статей известного швед- 
ского тюрколога и дипломата Гуннара Ярринга, изданных в 
30-х годах, фольклор и литература узбеков Афганистана не 
изучены HM в Европе, нив Азии. 

Правда, в последние годы стали появляться отдельные научно- 
исследовательские статьи и брошюры, посвященные изучению 
фольклора, бытующего в устном народном творчестве узбеков и 
туркменов, проживающих в Афганистане.?! 

В прошлом среди узбеков не было людей с высшим образо- 
ванием, они не назначались на административные должности. 

Узбекский язык в афганских школах не изучался, на узбекском 
языке не издавались книги и газеты. Он удерживается на уровне 
домашнего языка.2? 

В настоящее время, особенно после установления республикан- 
ского строя в стране (июнь 1973 г.), афганское правительство 
стремится создать всему народу страны лучшие жизненные 
условия, добиться равенства для всех.? Представители неафган- 
ских национальностей, в том числе и узбеки, стали назначаться на 
административные и военные должности,“ а также посылаться за 
границу для получения высшего образования. 

В октябре 1971 г. афганское правительство разрешило создание 
радиопрограммы на узбекском и туркменском языках. Цель этой 
программы сохранить для узбеков и туркменов, живущих в 
Афганистане, их культурное наследие, богатые и своеобразные 
художественные ценности, музыку, литературу. 


21 Абдул Хаким Шаръи, «Взгляд на фольклор узбеков и туркменов» 
(на фарси), журн. «Фольклор», Кабул, Афганистан, Ne 1, 1974 г. 

23 См. интервью главы государства и премьер-министра Республики 
Афганистан Мухаммеда Дауда с корреспондентом берлинского жур- 
нала «Хорицонт» по случаю годовщины установления республиканско- 
го режима в стране. «За рубежом». № 30, 1974 г., стр. 6. 

22 Laude-Cirtautas, op. cit., р. 4. 

^ Мухаммед-хан Джалаллар, например, является ныне министром 
Финансов Республики Афганистан. 
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Узбекские и туркменские молодые ученые, поэты и журналисты 
Афганистана, такие как Мухаммад Якуб Вахиди, Абдул Хаким 
Шаръи, Мухаммад Амин Учкун, Файзулла Аймак, Файзулла Кар- 
даш, Абдурахим Ураз и др. собирают драгоценные крупицы народ- 
ной мудрости — песни, рубайяты, чарбайты, китъа, пословицы и 
поговорки. Этот фольклорный материал регулярно передается по 
Кабульскому радио в узбекской и туркменской передаче. Про- 
грамма знакомит радиослушателей с песнями и мелодиями тра- 
диционной узбекской музыки, с выдающимися произведениями 
Алишера Навои, Хусейна Байкара и др., а также с работами со- 
временных молодых поэтов-узбеков, шивущих в Афганистане.? 

Вместе с тем организуются информационные передачи: новости, 
советы врача, консультации по сельскому хозяйству, по выращи- 
ванию каракулевых овец, по производству ковров, передачи для 
детей. Следует отметить, что радиопрограмма вполне отвечает 
требованиям своих радиослушателей, от которых с самого первого 
дня учреждения радиопрограммы она получает массу благодар- 
ностей. Таков краткий очерк истории узбеков Афгавистана в 
прошлом и настоящем. 

Как мы уже выше отмечали, богатое культурное наследие, свое- 
образный фольклор, литературные памятники узбеков Афгани- 
стана достойны внимания исследователя и всестороннего и глубо- 
кого изучения туркологов. Ho с сожалением приходится конста- 
тировать тот факт, что кроме отдельных брошюр и статей извест- 
ного востоковеда-турколога Гуннара Ярринга, написанных B трид- 
цатых годах нашего столетия, эта важная и актуальная проблема 
туркологии совершенно не изучается ни на Востоке, ни на Западе. 
Западе. 

Таким образом, в этой маленькой статье мы предложили внима- 
нию читателей уважаемого журнала лишь некоторые краткие 
сведения, касающиеся истории и культуры узбеков, проживающих 
в северных районах республики Афганистана. 


25 Laude-Cirtautas, op. cit., р. 3. 
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Basgöz, Пһап: Turkish Folklore Reader. Published by Indiana 
University, Bloomington (Uralic and Altaic Series, Vol. 120). 
Mouton & Co., The Hague, The Netherlands, s.a. [1971]. 8°, 
147 8. 


Den gleichfalls im Rahmen der Uralic апа Altaic Series veröffentlichten zwei 
Chrestomathien von Andreas Tietze — Turkish Literary Reader (21968) und 
Advanced Turkish Reader (1973) — schlieBt sich das vorliegende Lesebuch 
der türkischen Volksliteratur an, das als Lehrbehelf die zur Verfügung 
stehenden Texte (in Hinsicht auf Schwierigkeitsgrad wie auch Thematik) 
bereichert. 

Verf.’s Hauptziel war die Erstellung einer Chrestomathie für Studenten 
mit grundlegender Kenninis der türkischen Grammatik, jedoch noch ohne 
die Fähigkeit, schwierige literarische Texte zu bewältigen. Daneben ist es sein 
Bestreben, durch die von ihm als Folklore-Forscher getroffene Wahl der 
Texte den Leser in den Themenkreis der türkischen Volksliteratur einzu- 
führen. So enthält seine Textsammlung denn auch Beispiele aus fast allen 
Gattungen der türkischen Volksliteratur, wie verschiedene Typen von Volks- 
erzählungen, Volksliedern und Volksschauspielen (z.B. Qaragöz, bäuerliches 
Laienspiel) sowie Anekdoten, Legenden, Rätsel, Sprichwörter, Segenswün- 
sche und Verwünschungen. Sie enthält aber auch zwei Proben aus dem Werk 
zeitgenössischer Autoren (Orhan Veli, Aziz Nesin), was Verf. damit be- 
gründet, daß diese Textproben den Stil und die Sprache von zwei Autoren, 
welche volkstümliche Formen und Themen gebrauchen, repräsentieren und 
sich daher zur Aufzeigung der Beziehung zwischen türkischer Volks- und 
Literatursprache eignen. Die übrigen Texte (d.i. die überwältigende Mehr- 
heit) werden vom Verf. in der heutigen literarischen Aussprache (es kommen 
nur vereinzelt Beispiele mundartlicher Aussprache vor) wiedergegeben. Etwa 
die Hälfte der Texte wurden vom Verf. selbst aufgezeichnet. (Bedauerlicher- 
weise gibt Verf. deren Provenienz nicht konsequent an.) Um die von ihm 
persönlich aufgezeichneten Erzählungen, Legenden und Anekdoten dem von 
ihm angestrebten Lehrniveau anzupassen, hat Verf. diese adaptiert, d.h. 
umgeschrieben. (“I rewrote the anecdotes, the legends, and the tales which 
I myself collected from the oral sources. In this way, genuine, yet simple and 
controlled samples for graded reading have been produced.” Preface, un- 
paginiert.) Um festzustellen, ob bzw. inwieweit Verf. die Texte, die aus 
anderen Sammlungen (z.B. von Ahmet Caferoğlu, Pertev Boratav) ent- 
nommen sind, umgeschrieben hat, wurde eine Stichprobe gemacht. Hiezu 
wurde der Originaltext einer Volkserzühlung (А. Caferoğlu, Güney Doğu 
[llerimiz Adızlarından Toplamalar, Istanbul 1945, рр. 64-66) und eines 
Bittgebets um Regen (A. Caferoğlu, Sivas ve Tokat Illeri Adızlarından 
Toplamalar, Istanbul 1944, p. 170) mit dem in der Chrestomathie gebotenen 
Text. (Keloglan, рр. 29-30 resp. Yağmur Duas 1., p. 55) verglichen. Daraus 
ergibt sich, daß Verf. sich bei der Prosa-Erzählung im wesentlichen an den 
ursprünglichen Text gehalten und nur geringfügige Änderungen vorge- 
nommen hat: z.B. kavuşacak statt gausiyu (= kavuşuyor); О (дееп) çiftçi, 
kadının kocası imiş statt О-да çütçü gocasiymis; im Original wiederholt nicht 
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wörtlich genanntes Satzsubjekt wird zuweilen ohne Einklammerung ergänzt. 
Bei dem Bittgebet um Regen fällt folgende Änderung auf: Ver Allahım ver, 
sell sulu bir yagmur steht anstelle von Ver Allah ver selli sullu. 

Aus sprachdidaktischen Gründen wurde eine Anordnung der Texte nach 
steigendem Schwierigkeitsgrad der Einteilung nach literarischen Gattungen 
vorgezogen. (Eine beigegebene “Table of Classification” ermöglicht die Ein- 
ordnung der Textstücke unter die Gattungen der türkischen Volksliteratur.) 
Den Texten (pp. 1-66) folgen grammatikalische Bemerkungen (pp. 67-91) 
und ein türkisch-englisches Glossar (pp. 93-147). Die Erläuterungen sind in 
einer dem Selbststudium durchaus entgegenkommenden und genügend aus- 
führlichen Weise angelegt. Das Glossar enthält alle in den Texten vor- 
kommenden Wörter sowie kurze Angaben über die repräsentierten Gattun- 
gen der türkischen Volksliteratur, über vertretene Dichter u. dgl. Leider 
finden sich in der Formulierung der Erläuterungen hin und wieder Ambigui- 
täten bzw. Lapsus: z.B. р. 88: “Some Anatolian dialects apply vowel 
harmony to foreign words which are non-harmonie" wird belegt u.a. mit 
kardesikardas; p.100:“... Hasan and Huseyn, who were tragically killed . . ."'; 
p. 145: “Yemen, a south Arabian city ...” Eine ausgewählte Bibliogra- 
phie zur türkischen Volksliteratur gibt dem interessierten Leser weitere In- 
formationsquellen an. 

Insgesamt hat der Verf. einen sehr nützlichen, auch ohne weitere Hilfs- 
mittel für das Selbststudium adäquaten Lehrbehelf bereitgestellt, der neben 
der Gelegenheit zur Einübung von Grammatik und Grundwortschatz des 
Türkischen auch einen Überblick über Gattungen und Thematik der türki- 
schen Volksliteratur vermittelt. 


Wien Edith Ambros 


Semih Tezcan, Das wigurische Insadi-Sütra, Schriften zur Ge- 
schichte und Kultur des Alten Orients 6, Berliner Turfantexte 
III. Akademie der Wissenschaften der DDR, Zentralinstitut 
für Alte Geschichte und Archäologie, Akademie Verlag, Berlin 
1974, 107 S. + LXIX Tafeln. 


Die zum großen Teil von А. v. Le Coq geleiteten vier preußischen Turfan- 
Expeditionen brachten reiches Material zur Erforschung des Türkischen. So 
war zu Anfang dieses Jahrhunderts der Turkologie ein groBer Aufschwung 
beschieden. Die Zeit zwischen den beiden Weltkriegen war eine Blütezeit 
des Alttürkisehen,: dem diese Expeditionen überraschenden Reichtum be- 
scherten. Sprache, Kunst und Religionen der Türken des Mittelalters wurden 
von großen Gelehrten wie А. v. Le Coq, Е. W. K. Müller und W. Bang mit 
profunder Kenntnis behandelt. Die ersten Uiguriea und Manichaica von 
F. W. K. Müller und А. v. Le Coq waren schon als Berliner Akademie-Aus- 
gaben vor dem ersten Kriege erschienen, die die Art dieser Materialien be- 
kanntmachten. So war das Interesse für dieses Material gewachsen, das fort- 
gesetzt werden mußte. Als Dritter trat als Sprachwissenschaftler W. Bang 
seinen Freunden zur Seite, der sich mit der vergleichenden türkischen Sprach- 
wissenschaft beschäftigte. Er begann mit seinen Schülern eine Serie unter 
dem Namen „Türkische Turfan-Texte' zu veröffentlichen, die zu seinen 
Lebzeiten nur sechs Faszikel erreichte, aber auch nach seinem Tode, besonders 
von А. v. Gabain mit gleichem Fleiß und Sorgfalt fortgesetzt wurde. So 
waren zwischen 1928-38 sieben ТТТ (der letzte von В. Rahmati) mit Hilfe 
der Berliner Akademie herausgegeben worden*; nach dem zweiten Welt- 
kriege erreichte TTT zehn Faszikel. TTT VIII erschien 1954, IX 1958, X 
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1959. Diese waren von А. v. Gabain: bearbeitet und herausgegeben, nur der 
letzte (TTT X) von T. Kowalski bearbeitet, aber mit vielen Noten von А. v. 
Gabain erklärt und ausgeführt. 


Die Berliner Akademie hat vor kurzem (1971) diese Serie abgebrochen, und 
die Überschrift Türkische Turfan- Texte in den Namen Berliner Turfantezxte, 
mit der Begründung, alle anderen 'Turfan-Texte in eine Serie zu setzen, ge- 
ändert. Bisher sind BTT I Fragmente der uigurischen Version des „Jin gang- 
jing mit den Gäthäs des Meister Ги“ von Georg Hazai und Peter Zieme (Berlin 
1971) und BIT TI Hine uigurische Totenmesse von Klaus Röhrborn (Berlin 1971) 
erschienen. Selbstverständlich sind diese Arbeiten hoch zu schätzen. 


BTT III behandelt Das uigurische Insadi-Sütra, wobei Insadi ein Eigen- 
name ist. Es ist eine Dissertation von einem Türken aus Mersin (Türkei), 
einem Schüler von А. v. Gabain und G. Doerfer. 


Der uigurische Text ist, wie der Verfasser bemerkt, „in schwer lesbarer 
Kursivschrift abgefaßt‘‘, so daß schon das Lesen mühsam, um so mühsamer 
das Interpretieren ist. Im kurzen Vorwort wird die Wichtigkeit der Ver- 
öffentlichung der altuigurischen Texte bemerkt: ‚Selbst die kleineren Bruch- 
stücke dieser Handschriften müssen deshalb veröffentlicht werden, weil sie 
manchmal noch unbelegte Wörter enthalten oder in anderer Hinsicht nütz- 
liche Hinweise liefern können. Es ist daher für die Turkologie eine dringende 
Aufgabe, in kürzester Zeit auch die restlichen altuigurischen Handschriften 
bearbeitet vorzulegen. Das Inhaltsverzeichnis gibt in Kürze den Inhalt: 
Einleitung, Graphische, phonetische, morphologisch-syntaktische Eigantüm- 
lichkeiten, zum Vokalismus des Uigurischen und zur Transkription, Ab- 
kürzungsverzeichnis, Literaturverzeichnis bis S. 23. Text, Übersetzung, An- 
merkungen S. 25-76. Einleitung zum Glossar und Glossar S. 79-107. Darauf 
folgen die uigurischen Tafeln auf gutem Papier, die außer an zerstörten 
Stellen klar gedruckt sind. 


Wie in der Einleitung bemerkt wird, ist die Handschrift kein Original, 
sondern eine Abschrift. Der Name des Abschreibers ist Cistm-tu; er ist ein 
Diener (qulut) des Aiag-tı, vielleicht ist er gleichzeitig der Verfasser, weil er 
im Kolophon goša tägintim „Лесь habe Stabreimverse zusammengestellt‘ 
schreibt. Zum Datum des Textes, d.h. des Originals ist nichts bekannt. Auf 
Grund des Vorkommens von zwei mongolischen Wörtern (éasaq ‚Befehl, 
Dharma; und erkälä- ‚trösten‘) vermutet Tezcan, daß er in der Mongolenzeit 
entstanden sein kann**. Die Abschrift aber könnte noch viel später, sogar 
im ХУП. oder im XVIII. Jh. entstanden sein, da der Buddhismus auch 
nach der mongolischen Eroberung unter den Türken fortgelebt hat. 


Der eigentliche Inhalt des Textes Das Insadi-Sütra ist in den Zeilen 
52-760 untergebracht. Er kann eine Übersetzung aus dem Chinesischen sein, 
aber die Identifizierung war nicht möglich. ‚Das Thema des Insadi-Sütra 
sind die Praväranä-Zeremonie (die Zeremonie des ,,Einander-Einladens'*) 
und insbesondere ihre Entstehungsgründe.' (S. 10). Darauf folgt in Stab- 
reimversen (Z. 761-800) ein Maitreya-Lobgedicht; (Z. 801-845) dharani; 
(Z. 846-1047) ein Maitreya-Lobgedicht; (Z. 1048-1088) dhärani; (Z. 1089— 
1121) Schlußgebet. 


* Es waren in der Zeit noch andere uig. Texte, von A. v. Gabain Hüen- 
Tsang, von R. Rahmati Heilkunde usw. ebenfalls als Berliner Akademie- 
Ausgaben erschienen. 

** Nach einer persönlichen Mitteilung von Herrn Tezcan ist jedoch базаа 
zu verbessern іп 684 (lies zig) ‚Richtschnur, Richtlinie‘. 
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Der Inhalt und die Sprache mit ziemlich knapp gefaBten Sštzen sind auch 
für Kenner der Sprache wie ein Rätsel zu raten; man muß in den Worten, 
die zum Teil mit Fremdwörtern durchsetzt sind, das Richtigere mit müh- 
samer Zuhilfenahme der Dialektologie, der Buddhologie und der Weltan- 
schauung des Mittelalters zu finden suchen. So waren viele buddhistische 
Ausdrücke zur Erklärung des Textes, die bisher unbekannt oder auch bisher 
anders gelesen waren, zu lösen. Von diesen sind meines Erachtens birklan 
(57) in U III als baktan ‚Sommerresidenzpflicht‘ mit ausführlichen Anmer- 
kungen versehen und erklärt. Das Wort für ‚Zeremonie des Einander-Ein- 
ladens' p?ravrik, piravarik, pravran (?) < toch. < skr. praväraka soll im 
Sanskrit eigentlich pravāraņnā heißen, ist an vielen Stellen verschieden ge- 
schrieben; das letzte (pravran) hält der Verfasser für eine „schlechte Schrei- 
bung", Skr. dharmaräja ‚König der Lehre‘ ist im Uig. als tarmrata nom xani 
wiedergegeben. Unbekannt geblieben ist darmanri, tarmanri (467, 925), das 
der Verfasser für ein skr. Wort hält. Indiranil (918) steht für skr. indranila 
‚Saphir‘. Auch für skr. T'usita ‚Name des Himmels, in dem Maitreya geboren 
wird‘ gibt es verschiedene Schreibarten wie tusd, tusud, tusida usw. tasdar 
(1035) wird mit Fragezeichen als Lehnwort aus dem Neupersischen (< tägdär 
‚gekrönt‘) erklärt. An dieser schwierigen Stelle (basi tasdar-liy ta&man-lar ) 
kommt auch als ein unbekanntes Wort tasman vor. matkiri (122) ist als skr. 
mätrkä ‚Haupttext‘ identifiziert. An einer schwer lesbaren Stelle zwischen 
den Zeilen 1019-1020 erscheinen die Namen mar mišaza ‚der Herr Messias‘, 
тада maryam ‚die Mutter Maria‘, maxamat yalavaé ‚der Prophet Mohammed‘. 
Interessant ist auch apidatan mosak marixasy-a (1027) ‚der Erzbischof 
Manichaeus (?)‘. Dabei ist apidatan aus dem sogd. оп und marixasy-a 
aus dem syr. mary hasya erklärt worden. 

Für zahlreiche Wörter, die in den bisher veröffentlichten Fachpublikatio- 
nen nicht richtig gelesen oder interpretiert worden sind, bringt Tezcan neue 
Lesungen, bzw. Deutungen. So wird z.B. gezeigt, daß das Wort gawut, das 
nur einmal in TTT I, 183 belegt und oft für die ursprüngliche Form des qut 
‚Glück, Segen! gehalten worden ist, nichts weiter als ein Schreibfehler für 
gulut ‚Diener‘ ist (vgl. Anm. 758). An derselben Stelle in TTT I vorkommen- 
des y?y ‚roh, unreif' liest Tezcan y?q und stellt die Bedeutung dieses Wortes 
als ‚Gelegenheit, günstige Zeitpunkt‘ fest (vgl. Anm. 143). Auch mehrere 
Stellen des Eski Türk Şiiri von К. В. Arat sind verbessert worden. 

Zum Vokalismus des Textes wird im Vorwort gesagt, daß bei der Umschrift 
des Textes und im Glossar neue Erkenntnisse über die Phonetik des Alt- 
türkischen berücksichtigt worden seien. So verwendet Tezcan in seiner Tran- 
skription nicht nur ë und $, sondern auch е (z.B. elig ‚König‘, elt- ‚entführen‘); 
o und ö werden nicht nur in erster Silbe, sondern auch sonst angenommen 
(z.B. oron ‚Platz‘, gayo ‚welcher‘). Im Glossar sind u.a. die Entsprechungen 
der Wörter bei al-KaSyari, im Yakutischen, Türkmenischen, Chaladsch und 
manchmal in den anderen Türkdialekten angegeben und stets die Vokal- 
quantität (Kürze, einfache Länge, diphthongische Länge) bemerkt worden. 

Beim Wortschatz sind sowohl zum ersten Male belegte Wörter oder Wörter 
mit neuen Bedeutungen als auch neue Bildungen von Interesse; einige sollen 
hier erwähnt werden: oyul elig (871) ‚Thronfolger, Prinz‘ (bisher nicht belegt), 
bägäri (1090) ‚Fürst‘ (mit Possessivsuffix; bisher nur als 6494г aus den In- 
schriften bekannt), bertinfü (494) ‚Gebot‘ (zu ber- ‚geben‘), idän (921) ‚ewig‘ 
(Synonym von tuté; in einem noch nicht publizierten Fragment soll idän 
vorkommen, s. Anm. 921), tapdu (361) ‚Treppe‘ oder ‚Turm‘ (bisher nicht 
verstanden, an einigen Stellen von Suv. und ETS belegt, Tezcan vergleicht 
mit Teleut. tapt: ‚Stufe‘ und Schor. ‚die Leiter‘), tedingülüksüz (315) ‚unsagbar‘ 
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(zu te- sagen‘), ütür- (531) ‚unterweisen‘ (zu At ,Rat'). Daneben mit Frage- 
zeichen versehen kddgir- (258) ,erschrecken‘ (in ATG und A. Zajaczkowski, 
Etudes sur la langue vieille-osmanlie I mit ähnlicher Bedeutung), antlagsaz 
(606) ‚eidbrüchig‘ (zu ant ,Eid'), ämirkäsgü (990) ,Erschaudern‘. Sehr schön 
ist die Anmerkung für ogat- (797) ‚verspäten, verzögern‘. Als Wurzel dieses 
Verbums wird og ,Zeitspanne, Zeitpunkt' (vgl. Anm. 165 und. 797) angesehen, 
und es wird die Frage gestellt, ob dieses Wort mit der Verstárkungspartikel 
oqjók identisch sei. Im Text kommen auch einige Sprichwörter und Rede- 
wendungen vor, wie z.B. Zeile 198f. yaymur yaysar oyul giz basin taš yaysar 
öz basin Кади ol „Regnet es, muß man den Kopf (seines) Sohnes und 
(seiner) Tochter beschützen; regnet es (aber) Steine, muß man seinen eigenen 
Kopf beschützen.“ (Tezcan findet auch die kasantatarische Parallele zu 
diesem Sprichwort.) Ein anderes Sprichwort ist drt дуиё önidün tovrar (229) 
(mir scheint allerdings die in der Anmerkung zu dieser Stelle gegebene Lesung 
tönär statt tovrar richtiger zu sein, also:) ,,Derjenige, der die Feuersbrunst 
verursacht, wendet sich zuerst ab.“ (Oder ‚flieht‘; wenn die Lesung tovrar 
vorgezogen wird: ‚beeilt sich‘.) Zu den neuen Ausdrücken gehören wohl $61 
ara (351) ‚untereinander‘, wie ?kin ara in den Inschriften, eine Bildung mit 
dem Instrumentalsuffix, und onar ayizqya ‚zehnmal‘ (859). 

Bei eksir- oder iksir- (550) ,ausstreuen‘ kommt mir die Ableitung von 
@в- = is- verfehlt vor. Ich würde hier an äk- denken, welches neben seiner 
Grundbedeutung ,anpflanzen' auch die Bedeutung ,streuen' gewonnen bat 
(man denke z.B. türkeitü. Ausdrücke tuz ek-, seker ek- usw. ‚Salz (Zucker 
usw.) streuen‘). 

Das Vorkommen der zentralasiatischen Städtenamen wie Kürümli, Taytug 
Qaniyeug (1), Küsän, El-turmis, Baritug (Z. 1042-1044) bezeugt uns die 
Originalität des zweiten Textes (des Maitreya-Gedichtes) und ist von großer 
geschichtlicher Wichtigkeit. 


Ankara Saadet Çagatay 


- Serta Tibeto-Mongolica. Festschrift für Walther Heissig zum 
60. Geburtstag am 5. 12. 1973. Herausgegeben von Rudolf 
Kaschewsky, Klaus Sagaster, Michael Weiers. Wiesbaden: Har- 
rassowitz 1973 (Kommissionsverlag). 397 S. 8° (darunter 24 
Tafeln). 
Dieses wertvolle Buch, zusammengestellt von Schülern unseres allseits ver- 
ehrten Meisters der mongolischen Literaturgeschichte, beginnt mit einer 
ausführlichen Bibliographie von Heissigs Werken (S. 1-14). Wer das reiche — 
und weitgespannte — Schrifttum des Gelehrten kennt, wird es zu würdigen 
wissen, daß wir endlich einmal einen vollständigen Überblick über Heissigs 
Schaffen in die Hand bekommen. 

Die Beiträge der Verfasser (streng alphabetisch geordnet) beginnen mit 
einem Beitrag von C. F. Bawden: A Tibetan-Mongol bilingual text of 
popular religion (8. 15-32), ein Gebiet, in dem sich ja Bawden schon früher 
verdient gemacht hat. 

Eine interessante Übersetzung aus einer tibetisch-mongolischen Pad- 
masambhava-Legende bietet F. A. Bischoff (S. 33-46); als Original ist dabei 
der tibetische Text zugrundegelegt (dem sich allerdings der mongolische sehr 
eng anschließt). 

Die tibetische Handschrift T‘e’u гай mdos ma, ein Geisterbeschwörungs- 
ritual darstellend, wird von H. Eimer und P. Tsering auf В. 47-96 übersetzt 
und kommentiert. 
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Ein kleines, aber weil in hP‘ags-pa-Schrift verfaßtes, wertvolles Buch- 
fragment der Yüan-Zeit ist von H. Franke (8. 97-103) ediert worden. 

Höchst ansprechend ist die folgende Übersetzung von M. M. Haltod und 
Kl. Sagaster: "Der Siebziglügner," ein mongolisches Lustspiel von Tsch. 
Oidow. Diese Komódie, die erste der Mongolen überhaupt, gibt uns einen 
tiefen Einblick in modernes mongolisches Denken (S. 105-169). 

Es folgt nun ein Beitrag von R. Kaschewsky: Die Lehrworte des Pha- 
dam-pa, mit einer auf dem Original basierenden Bearbeitung (S. 171—204). 

Mehrere alttibetische Handschriften sind von R. O. Meisezahl S. 205—236 
dargestellt worden. 

Der verehrte Altmeister der Altaistik, N. Poppe, bietet auf S. 237-254 
“Zwei mongolische Übersetzungen des Kütügüra-Sütra." 

Besonders zukunftsweisend scheint mir der folgende Beitrag von H. Roth: 
“Zur Erfassung mongolischer und tibetischer Sachkultur in europäischen 
Museen und Sammlungen” (8. 255-293). 

Über die bisher wenig bekannten (ost-)tibetischen Hochzeitsgebräuche be- 
lehrt uns der folgende Aufsatz von D. Schuh (295-349). 

Einen interessanten Beitrag zur modernen mongolischen Geschichte bietet 
V. Veit: “Die Ermordung Dambijzancans” (S. 351-363). 

Das Buch wird beschlossen von einem Artikel M. Weiers’: "Das Verhältnis 
des Ligdan Khan zu seinen Völkerschaften,’’ der sowohl historisch wie auch 
(wegen der mandschu-mongolischen Parallelen) linguistisch wertvoll ist. 

Insgesamt ein Werk, das ein eindrucksvolles Bild von dem reichen wissen- 
schaftlichen Schaffen der Schüler und der Freunde des Seminars für Sprach- 
und Kulturwissenschaft Zentralasiens in Bonn bietet. Mögen unserem hoch- 
verdienten und allseits geschätzten Jubilar noch viele Jahre segensreicher 
Tätigkeit beschieden sein. 


Göttingen Gerhard Doerfer 


Abhandlungen der Rhemisch-Westfälischen Akademie der Wis- 
senschaften. Band. 50. Materialien zur Sprache und Literatur der 
Mongolen von Afghanistan. IL. Schriftliche Quellen in Mogoli. 
1. Teil: Texte in Faksimile. Hg. v. Walther Heissig. Westdeut- 
scher Verlag Opladen 1974. XXXV + 5848. + 6 Tafeln. 8°. 


Die vorliegende Veröffentlichung stellt eine der großartigsten Entdeckungen. 
auf dem Gebiete der Mongolistik dar: Hier ist in zehn Manuskripten die 
Literatur eines mongolischen Volkes erfaßt worden, das — nach einer be- 
deutenden Vergangenheit — heute kurz vor dem Aussterben steht und von 
dem bisher keinerlei Schrifttum bekannt war, zumindest nicht publiziert 
worden war. 

Der Hg. berichtet auf S. IX-XXVI über die Entdeckungsgeschichte der 
Handschriften, die er in vier mühseligen Forschungsreisen in den Jahren 
1969-72 gesammelt hat. Die Seiten XXIX-XXXII erbringen eine ,,In- 
haltskonkordanz der Handschriften“ (aus der Feder Saiyid S. S. Homams), 
XXXV eine bibliographische Beschreibung, darauf einige (sehr gut ge- 
lungene, geradezu künstlerische) Abbildungen. Den Schluß bildet der Haupt- 
teil: die Faksimiles der Manuskripte selbst. Die Manuskripte beinhalten: 
Gedichte (1-4, 6, 9, 10), Prosa (i.a. religiösen Inhalts: 1, 7, 10), kleine 
Glossare und Grammatiken (1, 5, 6, 8-10). 


REVIEWS 233 


Im folgenden drei kleine Anmerkungen — die freilich den besonderen Wert 
dieses Werkes in keiner Weise mindern: 

Auf S. X soll „Handschrift (Nr. X)“ doch wohl Nr. IX bedeuten (vgl. 
S. XXXIII: der Besitzer Mahmud Yakub; dagegen ist Nr. X laut S. XIX 
anderen Inhalts und auch Eigentum einer anderen Person). 

Zu S. XXIII: Die Leidener Handschrift stammt nicht aus dem Jahre 
1245, sondern 1343, s. Barbara Flemming in Der Islam 44 (1968), 226-9. 
(Ich selbst hatte schon vor Flemmings Entdeckung nie so recht an das 
Datum 1245 geglaubt: Es schien mir sowohl historisch wie auch linguistisch, 
in Hinblick auf die Sprachstruktur des Manuskripts, zu früh angesetzt. 
Das Datum 1343, noch nach dem Kitab al-Idräk, paßt dagegen ausge- 
zeichnet.) 

Zu S. XXVI: In Übereinstimmung mit F. W. Cleaves schreibt Hg.: „Ein 
in uiguro-mongolischer Schrift geschriebenes mongolisch-chinesisches Send- 
schreiben des chinesischen Ming-Kaisers nach Lar bezeugt aber auch noch für 
1453 den Gebrauch des Mongolischen und Kenntnis der mongolischen Schrift 
selbst für Südpersien.‘‘ Ich meine, das letzte Zeugnis für den Gebrauch der 
mongolischen Sprache in Iran ist das Gig auf einem Erlaß des Uwais von 
1372 (в. dazu Herrmann und Rez. in CAJ 19, 1975): (1) Die mongolische 
Siedlung in Iran war stets auf den Nordwesten konzentriert, wo auch das 
Nachfolgereich des Elchanreiches: der Staat der Galä’iriden, blühte (s. 
dazu auch Rez. m AOH 28, 1974, 104); daß noch im 15. Jahrhundert in 
Südiran Mongolen lebten (noch nach der Herrschaft z.B. der Timuriden!), 
wirkt doch unwahrscheinlich. (2) Der Adressat des Schreibens, Yanglirgi, 
ist nicht identifizierbar, aus keiner genealogischen Tafel islamischer Dynastien 
zu ermitteln (und diese liegen doch inzwischen in genügender Fülle und 
Präzision vor). (3) Auch wirkt die Form des Namens weder mongolisch noch 
arabisch (die Herrschernamen der Mongolen Irans sind seit der Islamisierung 
i.a. arabisch-islamischen Ursprungs, bei den Elchanen meist, bei den Galä’iri- 
den durchweg); auch vom Türkischen her ist der Name nicht erklärlich. Für 
Färs des 15. Jahrhunderts wäre jedoch unbedingt eine islamische Namens- 
form zu erwarten. (4) Es steht nicht einmal genau fest, was unter dem Orts- 
namen „Lar‘ zu verstehen ist. (5) Der historische Anlaß des Schreibens ist 
unklar: Gewiß hat es seit jeher eine chinesische Weltherrschaftsideologie ge- 
geben, aber warum eine Geschenksendung des chinesischen Kaisers gerade 
an einen Kleinherrscher in Südpersien ? Leider kann auch ich hier keine 
positive Erklärung geben; es würde mich jedoch nicht wundern, wenn sich 
einmal herausstellen sollte, daß der Adressat in sehr viel größerer Nähe des 
chinesischen Reiches benachbart war. Selbst wenn aber der Herrscher von 
Lar in Südpersien gemeint war, würde dies immer noch kein Zeugnis für eine 
Kenntnis des Mongolischen daselbst sein: Der Ming-Kaiser könnte das 
Mongolische irrig als lingua franca der Barbaren aufgefaßt und verwendet 
haben. Allein eme vom Absender mongolisch abgefaßte Urkunde wäre 
wirklich beweiskräftig. 

Die Kritik hat rein räumlich viel zu viel Platz eingenommen. Um keinen 
falschen Eindruck entstehen zu lassen, sei noch einmal betont: Kollege 
Heissig kann zu seiner bewundernswerten Entdeckung nur beglückwünscht 
werden. Wir warten jetzt gespannt auf die Auswertung der Faksimiles: 
Umschrift, Übersetzung, mongolisches Wörterbuch. Die Gesamtausgabe wird 
mit aller Sicherheit ein neues opus magnificum des verehrten Kollegen dar- 
stellen. 


Göttingen Gerhard Doerfer 
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Luciano Petech, Aristocracy and Government in Tibet 1728-1959. 
Serie Orientale Roma, vol. XLV. Roma 1973, 8vo, xiii & 274 
рр. L 12.000.-. 


The author of this study, Prof. Petech, is well-known for a number of highly 
important contributions to our knowledge of Tibetan history. One of his 
major studies in this line was China and Tibet in the early 18th century (Leiden, 
1950), being a history of the establishment of Chinese protectorate in Tibet, 
written as a well-documented analysis of the subject in a fair style of logical 
treatment. 

This time Prof. Petech has published a book of quite a different character. 
Its main part is a mine of information compiled from Chinese and Tibetan 
sources, and classified round a number of important families of Tibetan 
aristocracy, and introduced by an interesting introductory chapter. 

The aim of the book is to collect and analyse materials concerning the 
prominent families of the Tibetan aristocracy with particular regard to the 
role they played in Tibetan politics since the establishment of Chinese 
suzerainty in 1728 till the end of the Tibetan traditional polity in 1959. 

- The Manchu suzerain power tried in succession several ways of controlling 

the country and its peculiar aristocratic-theocratic society ; the most prolonged 
experiment consisted in a sort of resurrection of the old monarchy under the 
house of P’o-Iha (1728-1750). It collapsed with the murder of P’o-lha-nas 
by the imperial representatives, and the ensuing changes were final: hence- 
forward wavering ceased and Tibet received her final political set-up, which 
was to last with but few modifications till 1912. Its main feature was the 
restauration of the temporal power of the Dalai-Lama, in abeyance since 
1682. He was to act through a council of four ministers (bka’-blon). The 
Tibetan government was supervised by two imperial residents (Manchu: 
amban), who down to the end were always Manchu and never Chinese. 

The Tibetan nobility, like every other aristocracy, underwent radical 
changes during the ages. The great noble families of the time of the monarchy 
(c. 600-841 A.D.) vanished after the end of that period and the victory of 
Buddhism, to be replaced by new ones; in recent times very few houses could 
claim an ancestry going back to monarchical times. In the same way the 
nobility of Sa-skya-pa times was largely superseded by new families in the 
course of the P’ag-mo-gru period of the 14th century. The topmost layer of 
Tibetan aristocracy, as it existed in the time of the 13th Dalai-Lama, came 
into being in the first half of the 18th century and was the most lasting result 
of P’o-lha-nas’s rule. It could even be said that the high peerage of today 
(the sde-dpon) is formed by the descendants of P’o-lha-nas’s council of 
ministers, though that would be an over-simplification. However, this was 
the last change of great import; the vested interests then created were 
consolidated under the dyarchy of the Dalai-Lamas and of the Manchu 
emperors and were crystalized down to the end of traditional Tibet after 
1951. 

There have been two enlargements to this hard core; the first one came in 
1792 as a result of the Gorkha war, the second was due to the policy of the 
13th Dalai-Lama, who included in the upper nobility some of his favourites 
while at the same time a few of the oldest families faded in the background. 
Though this enlarged the circle of the ruling families, it did not substantially 
alter its composition. Political influence within the central government was 
restricted to the nobility of dBus and gTsan; the latter region prevailed in 
the 18th century because of the privileged position given to it by P'o-Iha-nas. 
Though predominance after 1792 passed to dBus, gTsan always preserved а 
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substantial share of power. As for the great feudal lords of the south-east, 
their influence remained restricted to the local plane and they never partici- 
pated in the central government. 

The clearest evidence of political influence of a family was the membership 
of the bka’-sag, a stronghold of the aristocracy. The administrative machinery 
functioned as a partnership between clergy and nobility; no commoner was 
normally admitted to middle or high office; if such a thing happened, his 
ennoblement was a necessary preliminary step. The ecclesiastical branch of 
the government lies outside the scope of this study. Suffice it to know that 
there were 175 ecclesiastical officials, the highest among them being the 
Chief Abbot (mk’an-po), acting as a link between the Dalai-Lama and the 
yig-ts’an, a kind of ecclesiastical counterpart to the council of ministers, and 
composed of four Lama officials. Their main task was the control of the 
numerous and wealthy monsteries. 

The cadre of the lay officials consisted of 175 members, all of them belonging 
to the aristocracy; they alone filled the government posts reserved to the : 
secular element. This lay branch of the Tibetan government was topped by 
the Council of Ministers, the bka’-sag; it often contributed decisively to the 
shaping of Tibetan policy; though it was placed under the control of the 
ambans since 1793, it was left paramount in current administration. 

The bka’ -sag was formed by four officials, the bka’-blon, who were on equal 
footing; there was no chairman of the council. Only during the last six or 
seven years of its existence a beginning with some kind of departemental 
specialization was made. After 1907 the Dalai-Lama appointed Grand Minis- 
ters (blon-c’en) to help the regent in conducting the government. At first 
they were three, but vacancies were not filled, and after 1926 there was 
only one, then styled Minister of State (srid-blon). His task was to act as 
connecting link between the Dalai-Lama and the council of ministers. He did 
not, however, take part in the deliberations of that body, but merely for- 
warded its proposals to the ruler together with his own opinion. The actual 
influence on affairs of the srid-blon was always much less than the name would 
indicate. f 

There were at first no fixed rules for appointment and advancement in 
officialdom. Between 1751 and 1788 membership of the bka’ Zog was practically 
by direct inheritance from father to son. This custom was abolished by the 
Chinese, and in later times a young nobleman had to follow a sort of adminis- 
trative career along more or less fixed lines. 

The office of bka’-blon could be held only once; there is not a single instance 
of a bka’-blon being reinstated after dismissal or retirement. 

The economic position of the aristocracy was firm and secure; the noble 
class was not exposed to any appreciable pressure from below. On the other 
hand, the apportionment of offices between clergy and aristocracy was rigidly 
determined by law and custom, and no direct clash between the two com- 
ponents of Tibetan polity was possible. Substantially, the power and wealth 
of the aristocracy in 1950 was not much different from what it had been in 
1750. As to the economic and social aspects of the nobility, it may be stated 
that its basic power rested on landed estates and serfs, and thus on argriculture. 
On the other side the original estate had not such a paramount importance 
as to supply the family with its only and unchangeable name; fairly often the 
name of the estate is flanked by the name of the family mansions in Lhasa. 

The Tibetan aristocracy distinguishes three classes: 


l. yab-g£is, i.e. the families of the former Dalai-Lamas; they are now five, 
excluding that of the present Dalai-Lama. According to customary law 


236 REVIEWS 


relatives of the present Dalai-Lama are debarred from the membership 
of the bka'-sag during his lifetime. 

2. sde-dpon, the highest peerage, including five families. 

3. sku-drag, in their capacity as landholders called sger-pa, the rest of the 
aristocracy, about two hundred families, most of whom never played a 
political role. 


The author deals with the yab-gZis, the sde-dpon, and with the sku-drag 
families as occupied at least once a seat in the bka’-$ag or the post of srid- 
blon, or those who were particularly connected with the territorial military 
organisation. He also deals with the members of the lCan-can (P’o-lha) 
family. As a rule the personalia are given as far as they could be ascertained 
of those members of the aristocracy only as held office before 1959; the 
present-day generation, whether in Tibet or in emigration, is excluded. 

The main sources of information used by the author were the Tibetan and 
Chinese texts and documents. Due to their very nature the Tibetan texts 
are rather unsatisfactory as historical material. The most important among 
them form the biographies of the Dalai-Lamas and of the Pan-c’en; however, 
at the best they are mere court agenda, listing the audiences granted, the 
ceremonies performed, the journeys undertaken and the official appointments 
made. They are no chronicles in the Western sense and. are concerned only 
marginally with political events; generally speaking, they also pay scant 
attention to the aristocracy. 

The Chinese documents are copious and afford considerable help for 
periods of internal stress, e.g. for the years down to 1751, the two Nepalese 
wars (1788-1792 and 1854—1856), the Dogra war (1841-1842), and the 
upheaval of 1862. Curiously, they are very meagre for the coup of 1871 and 
for the British expedition of 1903-1904. For the years between these out- 
standing events they bring but little; thus the years 1752-1787 and 1793- 
1840 are almost a blank as far as the Chinese documents are concerned. 

Parallel utilization of the two sets of sources — Tibetan and Chinese — 18 
beset by a galling difficulty. As a rule, a Tibetan official is mentioned in 
Tibetan texts by his title and family name only; on the contrary the Chinese 
documents normally list him by title and personal name. Unless a Tibetan 
texts is available which is supplying both family and personal names, research 
is laborous and sometimes the result is more a reasonable guess than a 
certainty. With these words the author explains the difficulties he had to 
master, and which could only be overcome by the devoted and highly skilled 
scholar he is. 


Leiden P. H. Pott 


The Treasure of Good Sayings: a Tibetan History of Bon. Edited 
and translated by Samten G. Karmay. London Oriental Series, 
Vol. 26. London ete., Oxford University Press, 1972, 8vo, xl & 
365 pp., frontispiece and 7 pls., map. £ 10.00. 


The number of publications on that form of religion of Tibet which is known 
as Bon ig rather limited, though it was as early as 1880 that A. Schiefner 
published a famous Bon-po text in his contribution Das weiße Nága Hundert- 
tausend (Mémoires de l'Académie imp. des Sciences, VII Série, X XVIII, 
no. 1). Between the years 1924 and 1949 A. H. Francke published important 
sections of the gZer-mig in parts in Asia, Major, while H. Hofmann produced 
in 1950 a study mainly based on views of Tibetan Buddhists in his Quellen 
zur Geschichte der tibetischen Bon- Religion. 
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Of major importance was the book published by D. L. Snellgrove m 1967 
under the title The Nine Ways of Bon, an invaluable work so far as doctrinal 
studies are concerned. When preparing this study he had the benefit of direct 
assistance of two Tibetan scholars, one of which was Samten G. Karmay, the 
editor of the text published in the book under review. 

The Treasure of Good Sayings (Legs-bshad-mdzad) provides an historical 
account of Bon, its origines and development, its struggles against Buddhism 
of the form in which it was imported into Tibet, and its fight for survival in 
spite of persecution. The editor wrote a very instructive introduction and 
published the text in romanized version together with a short glossary (pp. 
201—352), as well as an annotated translation (pp. 3-192) with a bibliography 
(pp. 193—197) and indices to the translation (pp. 353-365). 

The ‘Precious Treasury of Good Sayings, pleasant rain for the wise,’ as the 
full title of the text reads in translation, belongs to that elass of works known 
as bs T'an- byang, which cover the history of all Tibetan religions in their most 
comprehensive forms. Its writer, or rather composor, was bKra-shis rGyal- 
mtshan (1859-1935), who became widely known for his knowledge not only 
among Bon-pos but also in some Buddhist circles. Ho is said to have been the 
only Bon-po seholar who ever had pupils from the Yellow Hat sect. In the 
text he mentions the fact that he started compiling the work in the Water- 
Male Dog year (1922) when he was expounding his “Treasure of Scriptures’ 
(sDe-snod-mdzod) to a group of disciples. His "Treasure of Good Sayings’ did 
not attract much interest among Tibetans. However, it is an invaluable work 
since no other writer has surveyed thus thoroughly the various records of the 
origin and early development of Bon. It also attempts to cover the whole range 
of Bon-po history from the earliest times down, to the compilor’s own days. 
The author did not attempt to establish a firm chronology of events, but he 
has arranged his material in a roughly historical sequence. Many pages 
contain long lists of religious teachers, their birthplaces, monasteries and 
hermitages, together with stories connected with them. His main sources 
were general historical works and individual biographies, many of which are 
completely inaccessible outside Tibet. He does not always mention his 
sources, but in the introduction as well as in footnotes he added to his 
translation, the editor has carefully analysed from which sources the author 
drew his material. The way in which the editor completed this part of his 
work testifies of his great learning and ability. 

In the introduction the editor gives a general summary of each of the seven 
sections in which the text is divided. He did not publish the full text, but 
only the second part of the fourth section and the followimg sections (fols. 
115-265), leaving out the first sections. Those first sections deal with the 
coming of gSen-rab Mi-bo, the protector of the present age, and his earthly 
life and teachings and contain much that is of interest to students of Bon as a 
religion. The editor thought it preferable to leave this part out, as it does not 
contain the kind of evidence from which the historian would derive much 
satisfaction. It covers the same ground as the gZer-mig, parts of which have 
been translated and edited by A. H. Francke. Fortunately the editor has 
given an extensive survey of the contents of all the sections in his introduction, 
together with analysis of the texts quoted and а careful evaluation of the 
value of the information the text provides. 

The first section gives an account of how the universe and the living beings 
came into existence; it contains an extensive description of the land ’Ol-mo 
lung-ring, probably to be identified as an area around Kailäsa which once 
was the central part of Zhang-zhung in Western Tibet. 


238 REVIEWS 


The second section is primarily concerned with the Hfe of the Teacher 
gShen-rab Mi-bo, who is the protector of the present age. A larger part of 
this history deals with the struggle between gShen-rab Mi-bo and his rival 
Khyab-pa Lag-ring, who tries to deceive him, robs him of his daughters and 
of his seven horses. But gShen-rab Mi-bo overcomes all problems and teaches 
the Bon-pos of Za-hor, Kashmir and Gilgit the “Bon of Spells.” 

Lhe third section is exclusively devoted to the history of the secret spells 
and the method of attaining the Great Perfection as tought by gShen-rab 
Mi-bo. The symbolism of this section is comparable to that of the Täntrik 
texts of the 10th century, and fundamentally the same. 

It is only from the fourth section that the actual history of the development 
of Bon is dealt with, arranged around periods of first appearance and repeated 
decline and revival. 

Tn Bon-po view Bon existed in complete form before any word of Buddhism 
ever came to be heard in Tibet. As a result of persecutions almost the entire 
body of Bon-po literature is believed to have been abandoned or concealed. 
The later revival of Bon therefore takes the form of a gradual rediscovery of 
hidden texts, and this is displayed in the text with particular amplitude. Most 
important were the findings by gShen-chen Klu-dga’ in 1017; although he 
was not the first master who found Bon-po texts, he is considered the most 
renowned teacher and chief of many ‘text discoverers’ (gter-ston) who followed 
him in later centuries. Because of his fame many disciples sought his spiritual 
instructions. Among his followers the masters of Bru, Zhu, sPa, rMe’u and 
Khyung-po were the most influential. These clans were all resident in areas 
close to large Buddhist centres, and they were the main centres of later 
revivals. In each place a monastery was founded by a religious master 
belonging to a particular clan whilst his brother took charge of the affairs of 
the family. The spiritual succession usually passed from uncle to nephew so 
that a religious tradition would grow up which traced its source back to a 
religious master, also coming from that particular family. It is clear that for 
this reason so much attention is given to the genealogies of those families 
in the first part of the text, which was published by the editor, e.g. in the 
second part of the fourth section. 

The fifth section gives an account of how the Bon doctrines spread from 
‘Ol-mo lung-ring to various parts of Tibet and other countries. It deals with 
the propagation of Bon and it ends with the account of the persecution by 
king Gri-gum in gTsang, in consequence of which the teaching of the greater 
part of Bon doctrines was forbidden and the texts relating to them concealed 
to prevent their destruction. This king Gri-gum figures as the eighth king in 
the traditional Bon-po list; it seems probable that he was a chieftain ruling 
over some tribes in Central Tibet at some period prior to the reign of the 
father of the famous king Srong-btsan s-Gam-po. 

The sixth section describes the restauration of the Bon-po priest-authority 
by the son of king Gri-gum, and its ascendancy lasting till the mid eighth 
century, and the second persecution by king Khri-srong lDe-btsan (+780 
A.D.) leading to the renewed concealment of texts. 

The seventh section is the longest and most informative. It deals in great 
detail with the rediscoveries of the hidden texts at the beginning of the 
eleventh century in gTsang. Bon-po gained a firm footing in this part as well 
as in some other regions of Tibet with their various monastic dependencies. 
The text concludes with the traditional Bon-po chronology of the future 
duration of gSen-rab’s teaching. However, this last part is not published by 
the editor, nor is a full translation given. 
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According to traditions followed by the author of the “Treasury of Good 
Sayings’ a number of Bon-po teachers were involved in the persecution during 
the times of king Gri-gum (+600 A.D.) as well as in that under the reign of 
king Khri-srong 1De-btsan (4780 A.D.). The impossibility of such a long 
life-span together with the fact that the earliest documents contain no 
reference to Gri-gum’s persecution of Bon, may seem to suggest the possibility 
that later Bon-po historians have constructed two persecutions out of what 
was in fact only one during the reign of king Khri-srong IDe-btsan. 

The emphasis on the rediscoveries of texts at the periods of revival 
certainly creates some concern as to their authenticity. If an important part 
of Bon doctrine is considered as derived from Buddhism, then of course many 
of the texts said to have been found cannot in reality have lain hidden since 
the times of persecutions, and the assumption is made by European historians 
that the texts were in fact composed by those who claim to have rediscovered 
them, the stories concerning their discoveries being Invented to give them 
authority. This does not exclude the possibility that some of the texts were 
actually hidden or mislaid and refound in much later time. 

The text of the ‘Treasure of Good Sayings’ gives traditional history 
compiled from sources of various times and different in character and in 
reliability. Taken as a whole it gives a curious idea of the historiography not 
practised as a basic discipline but as an auxiliary science m a culture which 
does not give much attention to mere historical facts, and has little concern 
about historical problems, but which has a good feeling for traditional lore. 


Leiden P. H. Pott 


Henry Serruys, Kumiss ceremonies and horse races. Three Mon- 
golian texts. Asiatische Forschungen. Monographienreihe zur Ge- 
schichte, Kultur und Sprache der Völker Ost- und Zentralasiens. 
Herausgegeben für das Seminar fiir Sprach- und Kulturwissen- 
schaft Zentralasiens der Universitét Bonn von Walther Heissig 
unter Mitwirkung von Herbert Franke und Nikolaus Poppe. 
Band 37. 1974, Otto Harrassowitz, Wiesbaden. 124 S., gr. 8°. 


Dies ist die Herausgabe dreier sehr interessanter Texte: zweier fulay-Zere- 
monien, die — obwöhl mit buddhistischen Elementen durchmischt — doch 
noch ganz den Geist des alten mongolischen Heidentums atmen und eines 
yardung-Textes, der, obwohl weit stárker dem Lamaismus verhaftet, doch 
noch beträchtliche Reste des altmongolischen Glaubens bewahrt hat. Für 
eine spátere zusammenfassende Würdigung der mongolischen Religionen und 
ihrer Wandlungen und Synkretismen wird dieses Buch unentbehrlich sein. 

In der Einleitung (S. 1-22) führt der gelehrte Verfasser zahlreiche Beleg- 
stellen für Kumißfest und Pferdeverehrung bei den Mongolen in der mongoli- 
schen, chinesischen und mittellateinischen Literatur auf. Dankenswerter- 
weise wird dann nicht nur eine Transkription, sondern auch eme Ubersetzung 
der Texte geboten (leider keine Faksimiles). Die Kommentierung entspricht 
bester philologischer Tradition; Textausgaben dieser Art wimscht man sich 
viele. 

Angesichts der vorztiglichen Arbeit scheint es unangebracht, auf einige 
kleinere zweifelhafte Stellen einzugehen (deren das Buch natürlich wie jedes 
Werk unserer noch jungen Wissenschaft aufweist) oder Druckfehler zu korri- 
gieren (wie S. 2, Z. 8 with statt des korrekten white). Ergänzungen ließen sich 
freilich noch des öfteren beisteuern, so zu ündür ‘groer Kumißbehälter’ 
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(S. 4f., mit Anm. 16), vgl. Rezensent, Türkische und mongolische Elemente 
im Newpersischen, I, Wiesbaden 1963, 179, wo u.a. auch persische Belege 
angeführt werden. 

Hier noch eine etwas ausführlichere Anmerkung zu S. 76, Anm. 32, 
“čidkür” ‘Dämon.’ Es ist eine ärgerliche Tatsache, daß in der Mongolistik 
zwar o und б in erster Silbe stets streng von u und ü geschieden werden, selten 
jedoch in nichterster Silbe. (Diese Bemerkung betrifft also nicht direkt den 
Verfasser, sondern einen weithin verbreiteten Brauch.) Derlei sollte aber 
nicht sein. Lessing schreibt in seinem Mongolian-English dictionary, reprint 
Bloomington 1973, stets u,/ü,. Andere Autoren unterscheiden wenigstens 
nach o/ö ein folgendes о/б (z.B. ordo 'Heerlager bzw. цё (z.B. modun 
‘Baum’). (Nach a, u, ө, ü sind urmongol. *o/*ó ohnehin > aje geworden, z.B. 
türk. *balto ‘Beil,’ ketisch noch so bewahrt, > mongol. balta.) Was aber fast 
nie berücksichtigt wird, ist die Tatsache, daß auch nach i der ersten Silbe 
oft o/ó bewahrt ist und z.B. &dkór ‘Dämon’ (so, mit 6, nieht *&dkür) klar 
getrennt werden kann z. B. von nidiin ‘Auge’ (mit ü). Um einen konstruktiven 
Beitrag zu leisten, gebe ich im folgenden eine kleine Liste aller relevanten 
Wörter mit o,/ó, nach i. Ob 0,/6, gilt oder u,/ü, läßt sich feststellen an Hand 
der Texte in chinesischer sowie in hP‘ags-pa-Schrift, auch aus den modernen 
Dialekten heraus, z.B. chalcha tétgér < tidkér, aber nüd < nidün, ordos 
joduér, nüdü, neben Formen wie nidonon ‘vergangenes Jahr’ < nidoni hon. 
Wir haben zu berücksichtigen, daß -uya-, -üye- in nichterster Silbe über 
-u'a-, -ü'e- stets > -o'a-, -Ó'e- > -0-, -6 geworden sind (*filuya ‘Zügel’ noch 
in der Geheimen Geschichte filw’a ~ filo'a, vgl. auch die Entwicklung von 
*kirüye ‘Saige’ usw.). Hin und wieder gibt es auch zweifelhafte Fälle wie 
*Jj6o + ‘mager’ (nach dem Ordos, aber schriftsprachlich anscheinend nicht 
belegt) oder ordos $9105й ‘Speichel’ gegen chalcha #08 (Geh. Gesch. Silüsün) 
oder ordos šono- ‘wünschen’ gegen chalcha šun-. (Dagegen ist z.B. nicht 
zweifelhaft: srbdstin ‘Sehne,’ trotz Geh. Gesch. Srbiisiin, wegen chalcha 
Sórwes, ordos Sórwósii, auch arabisch geschriebene Quellen wie Leidener Hand- 
schrift, Istanbul weisen wegen sirbesün auf *$irbösün, Muqaddimat al-Adab 
darf direkt so gelesen werden: In den arabisehen Quellen wird meist auch 
nach i, o, 6 das alte о/б > a/ä, bleibt jedoch nicht selten auch bewahrt.) Hier 
die versprochene Liste (25 Wörter umfassend): 

tidkér ‘Dämon,’ tidér ‘Hobbel, &igorsun 'Zypresse, Ятбде "Mark, čino 
‘Wolf,’ gilo-/gilio-/gilé-/gilté- leuchten, tro ‘Omen,’ isköl- ‘stoßen,’ finong 
‘ein Titel,’ kiloyi- 'zürnen, nidoni ‘früher, nilom ‘Brokat, &bóge ‘Ahle’ 
(die Schreibung der Geh. Gesch., &ibüge, wird von chalcha šöwög, ordos 
80090, arab.-mongol. bägä widerlegt), š¿bto ‘hindurch,’ š¿do- ‘als erster tun,’ 
$iyod- ‘verabscheuen,’ sélén ‘Suppe,’ singgor ‘Falke,’ go? ‘Kalk,’ Sirbösün, 
Sirmösün ‘Sehne,’ &irgolfin, Sirogalfin, Sirgoyalfin ‘Ameise,’ Sirgó ‘eine Art 
Maulkorb,’ Sirgö- ‘reiben,’ Siro ‘Stab,’ širolga ‘Braten.’ 


Göttingen Gerhard Doerfer 


Corrections to U. Baitchura’s article (pp. 85-104) Vol. XIX, No. 1-2 


and list; of vowel symbols 
Page Line Printed Is to be read 
88 26 (o, 9) (ә, ә) 
88 36 9 9 
88 88 9 9 
98 8 Кирв Kirghis 
98 27 k(5)çloop k(ö)glep 
98 28 (pe)goen р(ө)сәп 
98 28 (9)gonce (e)genze 
99 1 k(o)&(o)loer k(o)S(o)lser 
99 2 tær(œ)zæ tær(æ)zæ 
99 3 k(9)¢kence k(ə)çekən= 
99 3 k(ü)rsoetoe k(ù)rsætæ 
99 5 qušəmoasə qušəmçasə 
99 14 k(o)&oloer k(9)Seleer 
100 18 t(i)kmoek t(i)kmak 
100 18 t(ə)troomcek t(ijtræmæk 
100 20 scen(i)n scen(i)n 
100 21 œ æ 
100 32 (i)kmoek (i)kmeek 
101 9 9 
101 zibcerde ziberds 
101 се æ 
101 tó&oe take 
101 10 di-syllabie disyllabic 
101 32 This it This . 
103 3 clusters clusters: 
103 4 clusters groups clusters 
103 31 mask(e)va mask(o)va 
104 Note 26 5-8 9-9 


(a turned upside down) - the most back and wide vowel which 


is slightly rounded 


back wide vowel, nonlabialized but may be slightly rounded 


central wide vowel, nonlabialized 

front wide vowel, nonlabialized 

back wide vowel, labialized 

front wide vowel, labialized 

back narrow vowel, labialized 

front narrow vowel, labialized 

front half-narrow vowel, nonlabialized 
front narrow vowel, nonlabialized 
centralized front narrow vowel, nonlabialized 
back mixed rounded vowel 

front mixed rounded vowel 

frontalized back mixed rounded vowel 
back mixed unrounded vowel 

frontalized back mixed unrounded vowel 


front mixed unrounded vowel 


` THE SOUND STRUCTURE OF THE TURKIC 
LANGUAGES IN CONNECTION 
WITH THAT OF THE FINNO-UGRIC ONES: 


(An instrumental-phonetie and phonologic investigation) 


by 
UZBEK BAITCHURA 
- Leningrad 


Part II: The Turkic Consonantism 


The instrumental-phonetic investigation of the Turkic consonantism 
(as well as of other aspects of Turkic phonetics) in the USSR, before 
1951 when our studies began, had an occasional, sporadic character, 
a few articles existing then in this line, based solely on one instru- 
mental method and discussing some individual problems of con- 
sonantism (sometimes a single sound), each only in one Turkic 
language. These works were welcome because they introduced to 
Turcology exact methods of investigation, although the few con- 
clusions which they contained had been, as a rule, forseen in the 
XIX century by the genius of the founder of Russian Turcology, 
W. Radloff, whose epochal works as his celebrated Phonetik der 
nördlichen Türksprachen (Leipzig, 1882), are undeservedly almost 
forgotten.? 


! This work (in three parts: Vocalism; Consonantism ; Stress and Intonation) 
represents the main conclusions and some data drawn from my experimental- 
phonetic investigations carried out at different laboratories in the USSR, 
in 1951-1960, which were entered into the first three volumes of my doctoral 
dissertation Zvukovoj stroj tatarskogo jazyka v svjazi s nekotorymi drugimi 
tjurkskimá 4 finno-ugorskimi jazykami, Kazan’, 1960, as they are given in the 
abstract of the diss. (Moscow, 1962, pp. 1—66), the fourth additional volume 
(VIII + 710 pp.) having been presented in March 1965. One copy of the 
typewritten manuscript of the diss. is deposited at the Lenin Library in 
Moscow, the other copy — at the Tartu University, Estonia. 

з The above mentioned experimental-phonetic articles are: (1) С. Saraf. 
“Palatogrammy zvukov tatarskogo jazyka sravnitel'no s russkimi." Vestnik 
Nautnogo Obstesiva Tatarovedenija, N° 7, Kazan’, 1927 (pp. 1-40 of the 
separatum). It contains palatograms of the Tatar consonants (except t 





"ei ` 
АСАН). ov, < j 


SER af 


T /Attte — 60 
Ab. 1S. 6. QA 
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After 1951, simultaneously with our studies and later, appeared 
some instrumental investigations of the consonantism of a few 
individual Turkic languages,? which, although not containing any 
quantitative analysis of consonantism (it had been done only in our 
works), corroborated my conclusions based on the comparative 


labial, pharyngeal, laryngeal, and some uvular ones), of four vowels, and the 
corresponding Russian sounds, all in the pronunciation of G. Saraf himself who 
comes from the village Aksu, Bua reg., TASSR. (2) R. О. Sor. “К voprosu o 
éuvasSskom  konsonantizme (iz instrumental’no-fonetiteskix zametok)." 
Izvestija Vostotnogo fakul’teta Azerbajdzanskogo gosuniversiteta. Baku, 1929. 
t. IV, pp. 39-44. This contains a survey of some literature on general phone- 
tics and the conclusion that voiced explosives in Cuva¥ are not voiceless but 
that a more exact definition of these consonants must be done in the future. 
(3) R, O. Sor. “Iz instrumental'no-fonetióeskix nabljudenij o tak nazyvaje- 
mom ozvontenii zadnejazyónogo d v azerbajdzansko-tjurkskom jazyke." 
Sovetskoe jazykozname. Yl. Leningrad, 1936, pp. 91-4. It contains cymo- 
graphic data about one consonant in Azerbaijani. (4) A. P. Poceluevskij. 
“Opyt izuéenija artikuljacii zvukov turkmenskoj reči metodom palatogramm 
(kratkoe soobSéenie)," Izvestija Turkmenskogo filiala Akademii Nauk SSSR. 
Aškhabad, 1945. N° 8—4, pp. 20-25. It contains palatograms of one vowel and 
twelve consonants separately pronounced, and of some combinations of 
sounds. These works were practically of little use for our present study because 
of the differences m the method and approach to the matter, not counting the 
insignificance of the material contained in them and erroneous deductions of 
some authors, due to the incompleteness of their experiments and to the 
misinterpretation of the data received, the errors being sometimes augmented 
by misunderstandings on the part of some non-experimentalists. (See about 
them my article *"Nekotorye &eksperimental’nye dannye o melodike reči i 
slovesnom udarenii v ujgurskom jazyke.” Struktura t istorija Yurkskix jazykov. 
Moscow, 1971, рр. 55-6 e£ passim; my book Zvukovoj stro? tatarskogo jazyka 
feksperimental’no-fonetileskij oterk), part I, Kazan’, 1959, рр. 15-6, and other 
works — see note 6.) 

з Р.Р. Baraskov. Zvukovoj sostav jakutskogo jazyka. Jakutsk, 1953, pp. 1-98. 
The booklet is based on acoustic (by ear) perception and cymograms (28 
cymograms). There are some separate data on the length of long and short 
vowels but no numerical analysis of the length of consonants. (2) E. N. 
Stepanova. Zvukovoj sostav tuvasskogo jazyka v sravnenii s nemeckim. Cand. 
diss. Moscow, 1952, published in Uéenye zapiski I MGPIIJA, t. VIII, Mo- 
scow, 1954: 88—128. It contains 21 schemes of X-ray photographs of speech 
organs (8 vowels, 13 consonants), 20 palatograms (8 vowels, 12 consonants), 
9 photos of lips when articulating vowels, all in the pronunciation of I. P. 
Pavlov (then a postgraduate), a Cuva’; there are also 15 schemes of X-ray 
photographs of articulations of German vowels (by another informant); the 
conclusions are not very new and sometimes cannot be agreed with, e.g., 
the statement that the opposition of voiced // voiceless consonants is of 
phonologic value in Cuva$ (p. 101, op. cit.). (3) D. I. Cankov. Soglasnye 
xakasskogo jazyka, Abakan, 1957, pp. 1-107. Based mainly on cymographic 
investigation of several informants, i6 contains also some palatograms and 
schemes of X-ray photographs concerning the minority of consonants. There 
are а few figures on the length of consonants but they do not allow to form 
an opinion because of their sporadie character. 
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instrumental investigation of many Turkic languages (see note 6) 
and supported by our cymographic data, X-ray photos, palatograms, 


and oscillograms. 
* * * 


The Turkic languages have the following main types of consonants :4 


Wy, p BALD) Bu) (B8) >й GN 


mmm ppp), (vp), epp), v.d 
dd dd d d d ddd), " Gel а n; d 


ONE 
і (18) E cjts, gr: " 5, ves ed 
al 2-2) 2,5 жыр O E Ру 


by hy / Z, ZZ b PAIAVIAVI PAD ^2 


Дреа, ДНИ, 
yh, (bx), E, hhx ppp ER en) (en) 


ТАТЛАА 
(zz) a (et) МАЛАЕ) TE 


* The physiological characterization is given basically in accordance with 
the transcription system of A. Ph. I. Affricates are in brackets (wb); y 
denotes the uvular vibrant; G is the uvular weak stop; р and з are the voiceless 
and. voiced respectively prelingual dorsal fricative consonants, according to 
our investigations, with one long focus; 7 with the sign ~ atop of or across it 
(for typographical reasons, 7 ~ is used in this article) represent the nasal 7; g 
is the postlingual weak stop, y is its fricative pair. 

For typographical reasons, some symbols used by the author (those standing 
left of =) have been replaced with other symbols (namely, those standing 
right of =): the nonlabial mixed halfpalatal à = 9; the nonlabial mixed 
palatal 2 = 9; the labial mixed halfpalatal ò = o; the labial mixed palatal 5 = o. 
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There are the following main oppositions of consonants:5 I. accord- 
ing to the place of articulation: (1) labials (labio-labial and labio- 
dental are non-phonemic) // prelingual (apical, dorsal, coronal are 
non-phonemic) // mediolingual // postlingual (= velar) and uvular // 
pharyngeal // laryngeal; II. according to the mode of articulation: 
(2) palatal // non-palatal (with some exceptions, these are non- 
phonemic); (3) nasal // non-nasal; (4) strong (fortes) and at the same 
time long // weak (lenes) and at the same time short (the strong 
consonants can be aspirated, the weak ones cannot or are little 
aspirated and sometimes voiced, especially intervocalically) ;° ITI. 
according to the character and the degree of the opening: (5) 
occlusive // affricate // fricative // lateral // vibrant // sonant; (6) 
sibilant // spirant; IV. according to the action of the vocal chords: 
(7) voiced // voiceless (mostly non-phonemic). 

Expiration (or its absence), as well as the length of a consonant 
are usually connected with the strength and voiceless (or, respectively, 
voiced) pronunciation of the consonant.’ 

All consonants have palatalized variants which are shifted to the 


The voiceless b, d, g with the sign,underneath have been replaced with b,-d, g 
respectively. The fricative voiced uvular breath (noise) consonat q = g The 
symbol of length of the consonant, a dash above 2, z, k, and g has been repla- 
ced with:, i.e., pz, 6, k:, 4: respectively. The sign of nasalization of 7, which in 
the author’s transcription is either above 7 or crosses the latter has been 
placed at the right of 7, i.e.,7 ~. 

5 See also my Zveukovoj stroj ..., part I, 1959, pp. 22, 103, 139 et passim; 
the abstract of my doct. diss., 1962, рр. 19-32 etc. On the phonology of the 
Turkic languages see also N. Poppe. Таки Manual. UAS. 20. 1963; his 
Bashkir Manual. U AS. 21. 1963; his Introduction to Altaic Linguistics. UA В. 
1965. а.о. 

6 About the possibility of complex distinctive features (on phonetic, as well 
as phonologie levels) see the following works by the present author: (1) the 
abstract of my Candidate dissertation: Glasnye tatarskogo literaturnogo jazyka 
v svete eksperimental’nyx dannyx, Moskva-Leningrad, 1953, pp. 9-11; (2) 
Zvukovoj stroj ..., part 1, 1959: 32-38 et passim; (3) ““Nekotorye kimografite- 
вае dannye o dlitel'nosti glasnyx i o zvonkosti i dlitel'nosti soglasnyx 
čuvašskogo jazyka.” Utenye zapiski Cuvasskogo NIIJALIE, Vyp. XVIII, 
Ceboksary, 1958: 82-83 et passim; (4) Zvukovoj stroj tatarskogo jazyka v 
svjazi s nekotorymi drugimi tyurkskimi $ finno-ugorskimi jazykami. Part 2. 
Kazan’, pp. 49—164, etc., e.g., on the p. 144 it is said: “the strong consonants 
surpass the weak ones in their length approximately by two times," etc.; (5) 
“Nekotorye voprosy fonetiki tuvinskogo jazyka po éksperimental’nym 
dannym,” Utenye zapiski Kazanskogo Universiteta, t. 117, kn. 9, Kazan’, 
1957, pp. 117-120; (6) “Experimentell-phonetische Beiträge zur Kenntnis des 
Lautbestandes des Kasan-Tatarischen,” Acta Linguistica Hungarica, v. VIII, 
Budapest, 1958, pp. 173-247 а.о. works. 

7 See about it the works listed in the footnote 6. 
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front, and to them non-palatalized ones are opposed, which are 
somewhat shifted to the back representing, so to speak, guttural 
consonants, according to the synharmonically palatal or guttural 
character of the word. The primacy in this opposition belongs to the 
more front or to the more back articulation respectively. Pala- 
talization has a different character in comparison with that in the 
Russian language, and it is not connected with the dorsal articula- 
tion (although, in general, dorsal consonants are also possible in the 
Turkic languages: с, 2, č, ў); on the contrary, the prelingual consonants 
are of apical and often of coronal character (n, п’, Р, 4’), among 
which alveolar and postdental variants are registered. An exception 
are only some dialects, as MiSar Tatar, Gagauz, and Karaim in 
which the prelingual palatal consonants can be dorsal and, in 
contrast to the other dialects, this is accompanied, in a number of 
cases, by the phonological opposition t/t’, d/d’, etc. 

All voiced consonants are weak and, as a rule, have no aspiration 
or a very weak one. The weak consonants (including sonants) can 
be voiced, voiceless, semivoiced (depending on the position or 
dialect). The length of the weak noise (breath) consonants (i.e., 
non-sonants) refers to that of the corresponding strong ones as 1 : 2, 
sometimes as 1: 1,5, i.e., we have here the so-called qualitative 
length. All occlusive weak noise consonants usually have sonantized 
fricative variants, but more often occlusive-fricative, fricative- 
occlusive, and fricative-occlusive-fricative variants have been reg- 
istered, the latter also being characteristic of strong consonants, 
especially of uvular and postlingual. There occur rather often 
occlusive-vibrant, vibrant-occlusive, vibrant-occlusive-vibrant, and 
even vibrant-fricative-occlusive-fricative-vibrant uvular consonants 
of the type (pop, Strong consonants are not voiced, voiced 
noise (breath) consonants are often limited as to their phonetic 
position. 

Consonants are subdivided into strong (of the type 9, t, k, s, ë, 
etc.) and weak (of the type b, d, g, z, j, etc.), but this division does 
not coincide with the classification according to the voiced or 
voiceless pronunciation. 

The strength of articulation of the occlusive consonants was 
calculated according to the deviation of the mouth curve from the 
zero line on the cymograms when recursing of the consonant in 
question takes place. Electroacoustical apparatus, though success- 
fully competing with the cymographic one in many areas of experi- 
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mental phonetics, practically is unable, in its present state, to 
give us any information about the expiration of speech sounds, and 
we must apply only pneumographic methods. Cymograms give a 
more or less proportional reference to the (1) volume of the expired 
air (Q), (2) speed of expiration (h), and (3) the duration of the sound 
(t), i.e., the length of the sound (1), although the error of registration 
tends to diminish the real difference between the expiration of 
different speech sounds: the greater the differences are, the stronger 
is the levelling process. The extent of deviation of the mouth curve 
from the zero line during the recursion of the consonant is pro- 
portionate to the strength of aspiration, and the presence of the 
latter coincides with the strengthening of the articulation. À greater 
height of the mouth curve is usually accompanied by a greater angle 
of its deviation (as was established by us in 1957). 

The average height (e, the deviation from the zero line) of the 
mouth curve during the articulation of explosive consonants was 
calculated according to the formula: h medium = 9, where h 
denotes the medium height, Q — the field on the cymogram limited 
by the mouth curve, the zero line, and the perpendicular stretching 
from the mouth curve to the zero line from the point of the beginning 
of the following vowel; the letter 1 denotes the length of aspiration 
(or the fricative portion of the sound) — 

The measurements showed that the deviation of the mouth 
curve from the zero line on the cymograms, when strong consonants 
are articulated, is at an average twice as great or even more than 
the deviation during the pronunciation of the corresponding weak 
consonants. Thus, the relation of the average heights of the mouth 
curve (h) for some consonants in intervocalic position are as follows: 
Azerbaijani: bjp = 25,5%, dit = 17,9%, g/k = 0,0%, g/é == 40,795; 
Turkmenian: bjp = 0,0%, dit = 43,3%; Kazakh: dt = 59,4%, 
gik = 0,095; Kazan-Tatar: bjp = 0,0%, dit = 23,3%, ete. The 
corresponding figures for the initial consonants present a similar 


8 About this method see my works: Zvukovoj stroj ..., part 2, 1961: 143-4 
8.0.; (2) “ОЪ instrumental’no-fonetiéeskom issledovanii ékspiraeii pri arti- 
kuljaeii zvukov reči.” Physiological acoustics and psychoacoustics. Proceedings 
of the 9-th Acoustic Conference in Bratislava, 1971, pp. 19-21. As to my article 
“On the instrumental phonetic investigations in the expiration of consonants,” 
published in the Proceedings of the 7-th International Congress on Acoustics in 
Budapest (Speech-Symposium in Szeged), 1971, it was without my knowledge 
translated into English with many serious mistakes, and printed in the Proceed- 
ings in Budapest, no proofs having been received by me. 
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picture: Azerbaijani: bin = 19,4%, d = 22,0%; Kazakh: bjp = 
11,4%, djt == 48,7%, g/k = 0,0%; Tuvinian: bjp = 55,6%, dji = 
0,095; Kazan Tatar: bjp = 57,2%, dji = 0,0%, ete. An analogous 
picture is presented by the Buriat language where the relation of d 
to #13 43,695, etc. 

An intersection of figures for h of the corresponding strong and 
weak consonants has not been registered except for Uigur and 
partly Kazakh : (1)in Kazakh, the differences between the consonants 
d and £ are levelled in posttonic position; (2) in Uigur, in many 
instances the differences between weak and strong consonants are 
levelled in aspiration, in voicing or unvoicing, and in length, the 
main difference being only that in intervocalie position the weak 
consonants can become voiced, whereas the strong consonants retain 
their unvoiced character and aspiration. This levelling is, in some 
aspects, corroborated by the facts of language history, for many 
ancient Turkic manuscripts often demonstrate an analogous con- 
fusion of strong and weak consonants. 

Our data on aspiration of strong and weak consonants in the 
Finno-Ugrie and Manchu-Tungus languages are, in principle, of an 
analogous character. The aspiration of weak consonants in the Ural- 
Altaic languages is also possible, but it is always weaker in comparison 
to that of the strong ones. Apparently this refers to any language 
in which there exists the opposition of strong and weak consonants.? 

According to our data, in the investigated Turkic and Finno- 
Ugrie languages the strong consonants surpass the weak ones in 
their length approximately by two times (seldom by 1,5), whereas 
the geminate strong consonants, in their turn, are usually twice 
(seldom 1,5 times) as long as the corresponding single strong con- 
sonants. Thus, the relation of the length of some consonants is equal 
to the following figures: Azerbaijani: b/p = 56,0%, djt = 69,2%, 
glk = 27,1%, g/é = 54,9%; Turkmenian: dit = 62,6%; Kazakh: 
djt = 66,7%, g/k = 50,0%; Mountain Cuvas: b/p = 46,8%, djt = 
43,5%, gje = 40,2%, g/é = 63,195; Lowland Cuvas: bin = 57,6%, 
dt = 53,8%, g/k == 58,9%, g/é = 55,3%, etc. On analogous material 
concerning the Tatar dialects, Udmurt, Erzia, and Meadow Mari 
-see the table.!° Most significant for the Tatar language are the data 


° On this subject see my abstract of 1962, рр. 20-23 and the works listed 
in the footnotes 6 and 8. 

1 About the length and voicing-devoicing of consonants in some Finno- 
Ugrie languages see also my article “Konsonantide kestuse ja helilisuse 
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of the informants N?N? 6, 14, 20. According to the informant N° 6 
(from the Tukaj reg. TASSR, representing the Behind-Kazan 
dialect, on which the literary Tatar is based), the relations of the 
length of some weak, strong, and geminate consonants range as 
follows: d/t = 54,5%, 9/4 = 39,4%, titt = 61,2%, etc. 

Analogous relations take place according to the data of the 
majority of the other Tatar informants. Another picture is found in 
Mishar Tatar: according to an informant from the Ciiprale region, 
TASSR, t surpasses d in the length only by 13,7%, kis longer than g 
by 11,0%, ete., this being accompanied by an increase of the strength 
of articulation and by the voicing of the entire length of weak 
occlusives. But in the pronunciation of the Mishar Tatars from the 
village PaSat (Gor'ki reg.), we found that g (in sigas ‘eight’), d 
(in jid? 'seven"), etc. were voiceless and near to geminates in their 
length. 

The intersection of the figures showing the length of the correspond- 
ing strong and weak consonants in analogous phonetic positions in 
the investigated languages, as a rule, was not registered. In many 
cases, such quantitative oppositions of strong and weak consonants 
are of absolute character, the intersection of the data not taking 
place in all cases independently of the phonetic position of con- 
sonants. Thus, in Azerbaijani the length of the intervocalic 6 is 
confined to the limits from 8,0 to 9,1 c, that of p from 11,9 to 16,8 c, 
4 = 10-13,0 c, t = 15,8-19,9 в, g = 5,6—6,3 c, k = 20,3-23,8 c, 
g = 8,4—9,4 с, 6 = 16,1-16,8 o; in Turkmenian b = 7,7-11,9 в, p = 
16,4-18,2 c, d = 11,2-14,0 c, = 29,7-29,4 c; in Kazakh b = 
3,8-8,8 c, p = 9,4-13,0 c, d = 9,4-12,6 c, t = 12,2-27,0 в, g (у) = 
5,2-8,0 c, Е = 11,2-15,0 o; in Uigur d = 10,2-11,6 s, = 11,6-14,0 
с; in Mari d = 6,6-7,0 c, t = 11,2-16,6 c, g = 5,6-10,3 c, k = 11,2- 
16,7 c; in Erzia = d = 8,8-11,7 в, = 12,1 в, g = 8,7 в, k = 9,5- 
15,9 с; in Udmurt (informant N° 1 – from the vil. Kozil, Glazov reg., 
Udmurt ASSR) b = 11,9 c, p = 17,2-22,5 в, d = 3,8-12,0 в, = 
15,4-17,6 в, g = 8,4-14,3 в, h = 15,2-18,8 c, dz = 11,4-19,1 c, 
& = 21,6-22,0 c, ete. 

According to the data of three other Udmurt informants, the 
following intersections of the figures for the length of the correspond- 
ing weak and strong consonants have been registered: (1) d-t in the 


astmest Udmurdi keeles (Kümograafiliste ülestähenduste alusel)," Emakeele 
Seltsi Aastaraamat, IX. Tallinn, 1963: 174-187; also Zoukouo) stroj ..., II: 
131-143. 
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corresponding positions (informant N? 2 — from the Kizner reg., 
Udm. ASSR); (2) b-p in the corresponding position (informant N° 4 
from the Kukmor reg., Tatar ASSR); (3) in some not corresponding 
phonetic positions (informant N° 3 from the Kukmor reg.) In 
` other cases, the data of all four Udmurt informants coincide in 
principle and show the absence of such intersections. 

In Quva&, according to the data of the informant from the 
Civil’sk region, Cuv. ASSR, the length of the weak consonants b, 
d, g, 9, z is distributed from 6,8 to 15,6 s, that of the strong р, t, k, 
6, ç from 15,0 to 28,4 с; according to the informant from the Alikov 
reg., Cuv. ASSR (Mountain Cuvaš), the length of the weak con- 
sonants ranges from 7,2 to 15,8 c, that of the strong ones from 18,8 
to 40,2 с; according to the informant from the Jdlgak reg., Сиу. 
ASSR (Lowland Cuva&), the figures for the weak consonants are in 
the limits from 5,0 to 12,0 c, those for the strong ones — from 12,0 
to 19,8 c. 

In Tatar, the materials of 23 informants from different regions 
show the following. According to the data of nine informants, there 
is no intersection of figures for the length of strong and weak 
consonants in Tatar words independently of their phonetic position 
(informants N°N° 2, 5, 6, 11-13, 16, 20, 22). The data of the other 14 
informants present a similar picture, with the only difference that 
in some cases there were registered intersections of figures for some 
separate pairs of weak and strong consonants in different phonetic 
positions, e.g., the minimal length of p or t in a tetrasyllabie com- 
bination of words appeared a little less than the maximal length of 
the corresponding weak b or d in an isolated disyllabic word (in- 
formants N?^N? 4, 7, 14, 18), etc. The quantitative relations in 
consonantism can be broken when articulating the words of another, 
non-native language, e.g., in the pronunciation of Russian words, 
an. increase of the strength and length of weak occlusives is possible, 
this being accompanied by devoicing of the consonant, e.g., pada'robna 
‘in detail’ (Russ. podrobno), "medlenna ‘slowly’ (Russ. medlenno), 
sud'ba ‘fate’ (Russ. sud’ba), ete. 

Intervocalically or between the sonorous (trill) r and a vowel in 
di- or trisyllabic Tatar words, according to the data of infor- 
mants from differentregions, the average length of the weak consonant 
b is in the limits from 0,0 to 11,0 с (the mean figure = 5,7 с — for 
20 informants), the length of the corresponding strong p — from 11 
to 22 c, avr. = 14,0 o (18 inf.); d — from 7 to 10 o, avr. 8,4 c (23 inf.); 
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£ — from 9 to 17 c, avr. 13,0 c (23 inf.); g — from 6 to 10 a, avr. 7,4 c 
(9 inf.); k — from 9 to 12 c (second k in kackena little’), avr. 10,0 c 
(6 inf.); g — from 5 to 10 c, avr. 7,3 с (18 inf.); 9 — from 11 to 19 c, 
avr. 14,9 c (14 inf.), etc. In all investigated languages, an analogous 
relation also between the fricative weak consonants of the type z, z, 
2, etc. has been registered, on the one hand, and the corresponding 
strong fricative consonants of the type s, ç, š, ete., on the other 
hand, whereas the length of the sonants of the type m, n, N (n), 1, v, 
etc. — in the same position and when not devoiced — usually does not 
surpass the length of the corresponding weak sonantized noise 
consonants and can be less. 

Ás our investigations prove, the absolute character of a phonetic 
opposition usually coincides with the corresponding phonemic op- 
position, and that is why it (the absolute character of the opposition) 
ean be a material proof of the phonologieal character of this op- 
position (in this case, of the opposition: strong — weak), and vice 
versa. As to the voiced or voiceless character of consonants, № does 
nob belong to differential features in the investigated languages, 
because it is often facultative, for weak noise consonants as well as 
“sonants” often can be voiced or unvoiced or semivoiced. 

The same weak consonants (b, d, g, etc.) in the same words can be 
voiced or voiceless in Tatar, Azerbaijani, Turkmenian, Udmurt, etc., 
whereas in Uigur mainly voiceless weak consonants are registered. 
Voiced or voiceless pronunciation of the weak consonants depends 
on phonetic position in Cuva& (the Mountain and Lowland dialects) 
and in Tuvinian:!? in these languages, initial voiceless weak con- 
sonants can be voiced in intervocalic position or between a sonant 


11 Semi-voiced consonants may be of two kinds: (1) one portion of the 
consonant is voiced, the other one — voiceless (partial voicelessness), (2) the 
vibrations of the vocal chords are perceptibly weakened and hardly visible on 
the cymograms. For greater convincingness, I added the second type of the 
half-voiced pronunciation to the voiced part of consonants. That is why the 
real degree of voicelessness of weak consonants will be still more than the 
figures cited above show. 

13 A. A. Pal’mbax in his article “Dolgie i poludolgie glasnye tuvinskogo 
jazyka” (Issledovanija po sravnitel’noj grammatike tjurkskia jazykov. I. 
Fonetika. Moscow, 1955: 179-180) in support of his conclusions, refers to my 
instrumental studies in Tuvinian (of 1954). For the description of these 
oppositions and for figures see my Zvukovoj stroj ... II (1961): 144, 361 
et passim, and “‘Nekotorye voprosy fonetiki tuvinskogo ..." (1957): 117- 
120. A. Č. Kunaa in his Zeukovoj sostav tescemskogo govora tuvinskogo jazyka, 
Kyzyl, 1957, expresses an analogous opinion but without a numerical ana- 
lysis. 
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and a vowel, whereas at the absolute end (as well as at the absolute 
beginning) they are usually voiceless. The facultative character of 
voiced or voiceless pronunciation of weak consonants is registered 
by us also in Buriat,18 and the same proved true with regard to the 
Manchu-Tungus languages (Lamut, Evenki, Nanai, Udehe) as show- 
ed our further experimental investigations.!* 

In Tatar, Cuva’, Udmurt, and many other languages, the degree 
of voicing of the same weak consonants may fluctuate between 
0,0% and 100,0% according to the data of the same informants and 
often in the same words. The length of the voiced part of some weak 
consonants in intervocalic position or between a sonant and a vowel 
in Tatar is seen from the following mean figures: the sound b 
according to the data of the informant N?1 — 87,2%, N°2 — 100,095, 
N*3 - 44,095, N°4 — 100,095, N°N°8-13 – 100,095, №14-94,2%, 
N?15 — 68,8%, N?N?16-23 — 100,0% ; the sound d = N°1 — 83,3%, 
N^2 — 89,8%, №3 — 43,1%, №4 — 79,0%, №5 - 91,9%, №6 — 
80,297, N°7 — 100,095, №8 — 97,2%, N°9 — 81,9%, N°10 — 95,9%, 
N?11- 100,094, №°14-92,3%, N° 15 — 71,2%, N°N° 16-18 — 100,097, 
N?19 — 89,6%, N*20 — 90,7%, N ^21 — 98,4%, N° 22 — 100,0%, N ^23 
— 100,095; the sound g = N°1 ~ 76,6%, №3 - 73,2%, N°8 — 


13 U, S. Bajéura. Zvukovoj stroj . . ., IE (1961): 143—4; 356-8; 362. Here are 
some figures which show the degree of devoicing of some weak explosive 
consonants in Buriat in comparison to the corresponding strong ones. Anal- 
ogous figures for many Turkic and some Finno-Ugric languages are presented 
on the pages 49—164 and 272-391 of the same volume. The idea that in 
Buriat the opposition of voiced//voiceless consonants is facultative and not 
phonological, was expressed (on the ground of cymograms) also by I. D. 
Buraev in his Zvukovoj sostav burjatskogo jazyka, Ulan-Ude, 1959, pp. 59—61 
8.0., but it was not supported by a numerical analysis. 

14 The experimental investigation of Lamut, Evenki, and Nanai was carried 
out by me in 1966-69 at the laboratory of the Leningrad University by 
means of a cymograph and some electroacoustic methods; the cymograms of 
the Udehe language in the pronunciation of two informants were received by 
E. R. Schneider in 1933-4, but he has not left conclusions on this subject. I 
studied his cymograms (deposited then at the Leningrad branch of the Insti- 
tute of Linguistics, Acad. of Sc. of the USSR) and made conclusions (partly 
published in my article “Instrumental’nye dannye ob udarenii i intonacii v 
altajskix jazykax'' in Problema ob&stnosti altajskix jazykov. Leningrad, 1971: 
279-292). The idea that the voicing of weak consonants is facultative in 
Evenki, was expressed on the basis of cymograms by M. I. Matusevié: 
“Oéerk sistemy fonem jerbogadenskogo govora évenkijskogo jazyka na 
osnove éksperimentalnyx dannyx" (Utenye zapiski LGU N° 237, уур. 40, 
Leningrad, 1960: 132-168), but there is no quantitative analysis, nor any 
figures, and the conclusion is based only on visual perception of the cymo- 
grams. 
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` THE LENGTH OF SOME INTERVOCALIC CONSONANTS 


(Ineluding the position between 


The length of consonants 


Region 


(Tatar ASSR) b d 


g (ү) g p 


Bua 

Bua 

Qajby¢ 
Kama-Tamagy 
Dóbjaz 

Tuqaj 

Kukmara 

Cürilé 

Cürilé 

Атса 

Balyq Bistàsë 

Balyq Bistásé 

Saba 

Mamadys 

Mamadys 

Krasnyj Bor (Qyzyl jar) 
Agérzé 

Móslim 

dutaza 

Qandry (Baskir ASSR) 
Cistaj (Tat. ASSR) 
Qyzyl Armija (Tat. ASSR) 
Cupralé (Tat. ASSR) 





THE LENGTH OF SOME INTERVOCALIC CONSONANTS IN 


Language 
(Dialect) 


Udmurt 
Udmurt 
Udmurt 
Udmurt 
Meadow 
Mari 
(Lowland) 
Erzia- 
Mordva 


The length of consonants 
Informant 


Region b d g dz p 


1. Glazov, Udm. ASSR 
2. Kizner, Udm. ASSR 
3. Kukmor, Tat. ASSR 
4. Kukmor, Tat. ASSR 
Novyj Tar'jal, 

Mari ASSR 


Bol'Éije Berezniki 
Mordva ASSR 





Notes: (1) Each figure is an average deduced from many measurements. 
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IN THE TATAR DIALECTS 


a, sonant and a vowel) 


in sigmas (1 = 0,01 second) The relation of the length in %% 


р IT 
t ја (К) | pp | tt | qq А [+ fa m [s m 





14,8 29,4 | 50,6 | 58,1 47,6 
12,4 68,5. 
14,5 28,4 | 57,5 | 62,8 59,2 
11,2 19,4 | 63,4 | 69,6 61,9 
14,0 61,1 
16,7 54,5 
13,7 66,4 
12,4 23,1 | 46,0 | 64,5 60,6 
10,6 74,5 
13,3 20,0 | 56,6 | 56,4 60,4 
12,2 61,2 | 55,7 
153 66,0 
14,7 64,6 
14,6 78,2 | 70,5 
13,3 33,6 | 67,1 | 57,1 47,9 
9,4 62,4 | 79,7 
11,0 31,4 | 57,5 | 81,8 49,0 
9,8 18,8 72,4 67,0 
16,2 26,7 46,6 65,9 
13,4 29,4 | 41,8 | 55,2 49,7 
11,8 24,5 | 55,4 | 52,5 58,0 
10,1 46,5 | 60,4 
14,3 80,1 
UDMURT, MEADOW MARI, AND ERZIA-MORDVINIAN 
in sigmas (1 — 0,01 second) | The relation of the length in 95945 





(2) “Vocal.” means “vocalized,” i.e., indistinguishable from the neighbouring 
vowels. 
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100,0%, N° 10 — 84,3%, N° 15 — 67,8%, N°N°17-18 - 100,0%, N° 19— 
64,495, N°20 — 81,7%, N°N° 21-23 - 100,0%. The sound g is voiced 
and fricative in all cases, often it is even resonant.!5 

At the absolute beginning, the absolute end, and sometimes at the 
end of the syllable (before a strong consonant), the degree of 
voicing diminishes: it is often equal to 0,0%; by some informants 
(e.g., N°4 — from the Kama-Tamagy reg., TASSR) are more voiced 
 intervoealic consonants (as in Cuvaš, partly in Tuva), by the 
others (e.g., №11 — from the Balyq-Bistáso reg., TASSR)!* — the 
initial ones in the word or syllable (as in some Turkish dialects of 
Anatolia). 

In the Udmurt language, the percentage of the voiced portion 
of weak consonants in intervocalic position also surpasses, to a 
certain degree, that of the initial ones. Intervocalically or between 
a sonant and a vowel, the percentage of the voiced portion of the 
consonant b, according to the data of the informant N?1, is equal to 
41,99/; N°2 — 95,8%, №3 — 100,0%, №4 — 100,0%; d = N°1 - 
95,4%, N°2 — 91,1%, N°3 - 83,0%, №4 - 87,8%; g = №1 - 
96,9%, N°2 — 93,7%, №3 — 100,0%, N°4 - 100,0%; dz = N°1 - 
64,8%, №2 — 89,9%, N°3 — 81,9%, N°4 - 60,9%, whereas the 
degree of voicing of the initial weak consonants is: b = N°1 - 
48,8%, №2 — 97,3%, №3 — 100,0%, N°4 - 91,4%; d = N°1 - 
43,7%, №2 - 82,6%, №3 — 83,3%, №4 - 76,59%; 9 = №1 - 
81,4%, №2 — 82,0%, N°3 — 65,0%, N°4 — 76,5%; dz = N°1 - 
45,5%, №2 — 77,9%, №3 - 90,0%, N°4 — 72,0%, ete. 

Not only the voiced or voiceless pronunciation but also the 
fricative or occlusive character of the weak, unstable consonants 
(of the type b, d, g, etc.) is facultative, not differential, and that is 
why being unimportant for the speakers of the language, the rule of 
spirantization is sometimes also true (although to a lesser degree) for 
the strong, more stable consonants (of the type p, t, k, g, etc.). Thus, 
in the position before a strong stop, we registered, in the pronuncia- 


| 


| 


| 


15 ‘When the voiced part of a consonant equals 100,095 of its entire length, it 
is usually accompanied by a full spirantization of this sound. 

16 According to the data obtained from this informant, the weak consonants 
are usually voiced or semivoiced; the strong ones before a strong stop are not 
shortened, not weakened, but on the contrary, they become still stronger, 
whereas after a strong consonant, at the beginning of a syllable even the 
strong consonants 4, ¢ are weakened, shortened, lose their expiration, and 
are to a considerable degree voiced, e.g., the second q in gapga ‘gate’ is by 
one of the measurements spirantized to 100,095, and voiced to 50,095. (In 
most of the Tatar subdialects there is a contrary picture.) 
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tion of a number of informants representing different languages, the 
spirantization and affricatization not only of the weak but also of 
the strong stops. As our instrumental studies show, in all (or almost 
all) investigated languages, the weak consonants of the type 8, d, g 
have fricative variants. In a number of Turkic languages (e.g., 
Tatar), the fricative sonantized allophones are in most cases the 
main variants because they are less limited by phonetic position, 
and occur more often than the corresponding voiced stops. Spiranti- 
zation, to a certain degree, is registered in all investigated languages 
mostly in similar positions, and the only difference consists in the 
degree of spirantization and in the phonetic positions in which 
spirantization manifests itself most, varying in different dialects. 
In some languages, e.g., Turkmenian, Uigur, when a weak consonant 
(of the type b, d, g) is occlusive, it is voiceless, and if it is voiced, it is 
fricative, sonantized or a sonant. In other languages, e.g., Azer- 
baijani, Kazakh, Tatar (besides voiced fricatives and voiceless 
occlusives) also voiced occlusive weak consonants are possible 
although they are more rare in comparison with the first two variants 
(they occur more often intervocalically). All these variants of weak 
consonants were registered also in Udmurt, Čuvaš, Tuva, and 
Buriat, a similar pattern was found in the Manchu-Tungus languages 
(s. above), and thus we can come to the conclusion about the typologic 
unity in a great number of phonetic peculiarities of the Altaic 
languages. In many aspects, there are also coincidences with a 
number of Finno-Ugric languages.!? 


17 For more detailed conclusions and data see my Zvukovoj stroj ..., LI, 
1961: 145-8 et passim, for figures see 271—891. In many Turkic languages, 
strong consonants in intervocalic position have the tendency to be geminate 
or weakened and partially voiced, e.g., in Turkmenian, some Tatar dialects, 
etc. ibid. In Čuvaš, the geminate (long) consonants in intervocalic position 
exceed by two times in their length the corresponding single consonants and 
practically are completely voiceless, whereas the voicing of intervocalic 
single consonants reaches almost half of it (see my article “Nekotorye 
kimografiteskie dannye ...,” 1958: 76). Sometimes, weakening, voicing, 
and spirantization of strong consonants in intervocalic position occur, to 
some degree, which reminds of morphologic alternations. Thus, when an 
affix beginning with a vowel is added to a verb, the final p of the root is 
usually voiced and weakened, in fluent speech it can turn into the sonorous w 
or semivowel & and be vocalized, e.g., Tatar tap ‘find’ + -ap//-ep = іафәр|! 
tawap ‘finding,’ Khakas taap, Tuva taap — id., as a result of contraction. (See 
my Zvukovoj stroj ..., I, 1959: 105-6; ““Nekotorye voprosy fonetiki tuvin- 
skogo ...," 1957 а.о.) But in some other cases, such spirantization and 
vocalization do not take place, e.g., if we add the possessive affix -am//-am 
to а noun, e.g. gap ‘sack’ + om ‘my,’ we get Tatar gabam ‘my sack,’ but 
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Spirantization is caused or favoured by the following phonetic 
conditions: (1) position between the sonants r, / ог fricative voiced 
consonants on the one side, and a vowel on the other side (e.g., 
in Turkmenian, the interdental fricative weak д (6) was registered 
only in the position after z befor a following vowel: düzöegi ‘steppe- 
dweller’, in contrast to f, 9, which occur also intervocalically: 
tapaq ‘saucer,’ dogan ‘kindred’, etc.), whereas in Tatar, in such cases, 
on the contrary, the fricative consonant which comes before the 
sound in question, is devoiced, and the sonants r,l, which come 
before the sound in question, mostly do not exercise a spirantizing 
and voicing influence, but themselves can weaken still more and fall 
out; (2) intervocalic position — almost in all languages, but to 
different degrees, whereas in Turkmenian and Uigur voiceless weak 
consonants can be preserved in intervocalic position, in contrast to 
many other languages; (3) increase of the speech tempo favours 
spirantization and voiced pronunciation of consonants in all in- 
vestigated languages, if only the consonant in question occurs be- 
tween voiced sounds, but it can favour devoicing if the consonant in 
question is between voiceless sounds; (4) unstressed position (e.g., 
the spirantization and voiced pronunciation of the intervocalic conso- 
nant d in Tatar more often take place in the words of the type 
qodaca ‘sister-in-law’ in comparison to words of the type daladan 
‘from the plain,’ because in the latter word the sound d is in the 
stressed syllable, whereas in the first word it is in the pretonic one; 
(5) finally, in many languages, we registered the dissimilative 
spirantization (or affricatization when the beginning of a consonant 
is fricative and the end of it is occlusive) before a following occlusive 
(mostly a strong voiceless) consonant, and in this case entire or 
partial spirantization not only of the weak but also of the strong 
consonants as p, q in Tatar, Udmurt, etc. is possible. But in the 
same and other languages, some cases of dissimilative spirantization 
of the second component of such a combination of two occlusives 
not gawam (this is another word). In the syllables with strong (= long) 
consonants, vowels tend to reduce in length, and in the syllables with weak 
(= short) consonants it is the other way round, and this is a manifestation of 
the general tendency towards a certain quantitative unity of the word. (See 
my article ““Experimentalphonetische Beiträge zur Untersuchung des Wort- 
akzentes des Kasan-Tatarischen,” ALH, t. V, p. 207, Budapest, 1955.) As it 
was said in the abstract of my Candidate dissertation of 1953 (p. 12), “The 
quantity of a speech sound is connected not only with its own quality, but 


also with the quality of the surrounding sounds” and first of all, within the 
limits of a syllable. 
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were registered, and apparently, as a result of such processes, the 
southern Turkic forms of the possessive and dative cases could have 
appeared. The coincidence even of a few of the factors named above 
can cause the entire falling out of a consonant in such a position, 
and compensatory length is not always registered. In cases of 
greater speech tempo peculiar to the southern Turkic languages, 
e.g., Turkmenian, sometimes it is enough to have only one of these 
conditions, e.g., voicing for complete falling out of a weak consonant 
of the type b, d, g. Not only voiced, but also voiceless consonants can 
be reduced and dropped. Evidently, voiced spirantized weak con- 
sonants of this kind cannot exist in Turkmenian, Uigur, and some 
other southern Turkic languages, because when the weak consonants 
are spirantized and voiced, they immediately fall out. This is why in 
these languages we find mostly the opposition of weak voiceless 
stops to strong voiceless stops. The same tendency is registered, to a 
certain degree, in other investigated languages.18 

The spirantization of stops takes place simultaneously with the 
weakening, decrease of the general length (including the aspiration 
if any), voicing, and sonantization of the consonant in question. 
For instance, in Tatar, the length of fricative spirantized weak 
consonants in intervocalic position or between the sonorous г and 
a vowel amounts, according to the data of different informants, to 
the following (mean figures for separate informants): B//w — from 
0,0 to 6,8 c (average 2,8 в — for 15 informants), ó — from 3,6 to 7,9 c 
(avr. 6,5 — 9 informants), у — from 5,6 to 6,8 с (avr. 6,1 с — 6 infor- 
mants), whereas the length of voiced occlusives ranges for b from 
5,4 to 12,8 c (avr. 8,7 o — 8 informants), d — from 6,4 to 10,8 c (avr. 
7,9 c — 13 informants), g — from 5,2 to 7,2 c (avr. 6,5 с — 2 informants), 
and the length of the voiceless weak occlusives is in the following 
limits: b — from 9,6 to 11,6 с (avr. 9,9 с — 5 informants), d — from 7,8 
to 10,3 o (avr. 8,7 o — 13 informants), g — from 6,8 to 9,8 c (avr. 
8,3 o — 7 informants). The relations of the mean (for all informants) 
figures of the length of the above listed weak and strong consonants 
(simple ratio) are as follows: [р = 20%, b/p = 62%, bjp = 71%; 
dft = 50%, dt = 61%, dit = 67%; yik = 61%, g/k = 65%, gik = 
83% (in the latter case, kis іп the word kackand ‘small,’ and this is 
why the real percentage will be less). According to the data of 
each informant taken separately, practically no intersection of the 


1 For more details and figures see my Zvukovoj stroj ..., part II, 1961, 
pp. 145-8, 272-391 et passim. 
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length of the strong and weak consonants is registered. Often in the 
same word and in the pronunciation of the same informant fricative 
as well as occlusive variants of weak phonemes are possible. An 
analogous picture was found in many other investigated languages. 

Thus, the reduction of the length of consonants to a value of less 
than 5-6 (rarely to 7—8) sigmas usually coincides with weakening, 
entire voicing, sonantization, and (for stops) also with spirantization. 
When weak consonants become voiced, this is connected with their 
further weakening and spirantization. When stops are completely 
voiced, they seldom retain their occlusive character: in most of the 
investigated languages and dialects, voiced occlusives occur more 
rarely than the corresponding sonantized fricative consonants or 
voiceless occlusive weak variants. In the languages having complete- 
ly voiced weak stops, this is usually accompanied by partial level- 
ling of the quantitative relations between the weak and strong 
consonants (e.g., in some Mishar Tatar subdialects — informant 
N° 23 - from the Cüpräle reg., TASSR),!? and often it is connected 
with good knowledge of the Russian language (e.g., in Kazan 
Tatar, informant N° 17 — from the Agerge reg., TASSR). 

A full spirantization (primarily of weak consonants) more often 
takes place in the east and south-east of the Volga-Kama basin, 
and is connected with the voicing of the consonants in question. The 
Tatar subdialects to the east from the Mamadys and Balyq-Bistase 
regions (TASSR) show a certain shift of the articulation of conso- 
nants in the direction of voicing which is here usually accompanied 
by spirantization and sonantization, reduction and weakening of 
weak consonants. The articulation of strong consonants is also 
weakened to some degree, and the aspiration is reduced, i.e., it can 
be voiced or absent altogether. 

In the southern part of the Cuva$ ASSR (Lowland Čuvaš), the 
percentage of the voiced part of weak consonants is also increased. 
Here, too, spirantization and sonantization of weak consonants in 
intervocalic position is possible. The percentage of the voiced part of 
strong consonants is here also somewhat increased in comparison 
to (northern) Mountain Cuvaá. 

1? According to the data of this informant, more or less important weakening 
is registered only for velar g//y, whereas the other weak consonants, although 
fully voiced, differ in their strength of articulation very little from the cor- 
responding strong ones. This shows once more what kind of errors can ensue 


when conclusions about a whole language or even a language group are 
drawn only from the study of one sound in one dialect. 
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The Kazakh language, territorially located to the south-east 
from the investigated Tatar dialects, is characterized by consid- 
erable voicing, spirantization, and sonantization of the weak occlu- 
sives of the type b, g, d, and of spirants. 

In consequence of the voicing and spirantization of weak occlu- 
sives and the reduction of the aspiration (sometimes, also of a 
certain weakening) of strong consonants, appears the opposition, 
first of all, of the weak short fricative sonantized (or sonorous) 
consonants of the type B, д, y, g to the strong long occlusive voiceless 
unaspirated consonants of the type р:, t:, k:, g:. Such an opposition 
is not the only one in this line for this or that language or informant, 
but it rather has the character of a tendency and, on the other hand, 
such oppositions take place, to a certain degree, in the speech of 
every (or almost every) informant of ours in all investigated langu- 
ages. This connection of the voicing of consonants with their spiran- 
tization and sonantization finds an analogy in the Paleoasiatic 
languages, e.g., in Koriak, in which usually voiceless strong aspirata 
are opposed to voiced sonants, whereas voiced weak occlusive 
noise (breath) consonants and, apparently, weak noise phonemes, in 
general, do not exist.?° 

Simultaneously with the increase of the degree of the spirantiza- 
tion and voicing of consonants in the Tatar dialects mentioned 
above, there is a decrease of the quantitative differences between 
strong and weak consonants, because increase of the number of 
qualitative phonemic features diminishes the importance of quanti- 
tative oppositions and makes it possible to substitute, little by 
little, qualitative oppositions for the quantitative oppositions.” 


20 See the data above. The possibility of historical interaction and even of 
some genetic relations between the Altaic and the Paleoasiatic languages is 
not excluded. Moreover, some of our investigations speak in its favour and 
corroborate it. 

1 Thus, here we have a certain analogy to the short vowels which, to give 
am example, in the Turkic languages of the Volga region changed their 
quality simultaneously with (and presumably in consequence of) their 
quantitative reduction, and this, in its turn, caused a further levelling of the 
quantitative differences in vocalism, because of which now the relative length 
of the short reduced vowels can increase again (in some positions) reaching 
sometimes the length of long vowels. But the investigated consonants 
are yet at the very beginning of this process, if only this way of development 
will ever take place, for modern conditions (general education, penetration 
of the literary language througth newspapers, radio, etc.) greatly differ from 
those under which took place the development of the historically short 
vowels into the modern reduced mixed ones. 
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In the languages in the northern and north-western part of the 
Volga-Kama basin, in particular in the Tatar language, beginning 
with the dialect of the village Pašat of the Gor'ki region and ending 
with the Tatar dialects in the middle part of the Ural mountains 
(in the TASSR on the right banks of the Volga and Kama rivers, 
namely, from the Bua and Kama-Tamagy regions in the south till 
the Tukaj region bordering with the Mari ASSR in the north, 
and in the east — till the Arca and Kukmara regions inclusively), 
in Mountain Čuvaš and, to a perceptible degree, also in Lowland 
Cuvaš — not mentioning the Finno-Ugric languages (e.g., the dif- 
ferent dialects of Udmurt, etc.) there exists mainly the opposition of 
weak short voiceless (or semi-voiced, with a voiced incursion, – 
sometimes also a part of the retention, — and voiceless recursion, — 
sometimes also a part of the retention) consonants of the type 
b, d, g to the strong long voiceless consonants of the type p., t:, k:, 
etc. (Weak spirants, as well as sonants, can be either voiced or 
voiceless.) Such an opposition 1s most typical for these languages and 
dialects but, besides, rather often the opposition of fricative sonantiz- 
ed weak consonants to strong occlusive voiceless ones is registered, 
because weak occlusives often become voiced and spirantized, and 
this does not always depend on phonetic position. It is also charac- 
teristic of these dialects that the quantitative oppositions of strong 
and weak consonants are of greater importance, clearer, and more 
stable. 

In the Oghuz-Turkic languages (in Turkmenian and, to a con- 
siderable extent, in Azerbaijani), and in Tuvinian there is also a 
very clear opposition of the short weak occlusive voiceless (or 
halfvoiced) unaspirated (or very little aspirated) consonants of 
the type b, d, g to the long strong occlusive voiceless aspirated 
consonants of the type p‘:, 6/:, ks. It is also possible that weak 
consonants become entirely voiced, and in most cases this is ac- 
companied by spirantization and sonantization, although sometimes 
also voiced occlusive weak noise (breath) consonants are registered, 
e.g., in Azerbaijani and Tuvinian (mostly intervocalically). The 
decrease of the number of differential qualitative features in these 
languages (especially in Turkmenian) is connected with the increase 
of the réle of quantitative oppositions, because neglect of the latter 
can cause the levelling of the difference between weak and strong 
consonants as this partly takes place in Uigur (according to our 
informant from Kulja, see above). 
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The opposition of consonants in the first place according to their 
length and strength (force) of articulation is a.feature which unites 
the Turkic languages with the Finno-Ugrie languages, but it is 
possible to speak about a Finno-Ugric substratum in the Turkic 
languages only with regard to the northern border of the investigated 
Turkic languages region (e.g., the Central Ural, the Gor’ki and Perm 
regions, the Udmurt or Mari ASSR, ete.), because the Finno-Ugric 
tribes could not encounter Turkic peoples in Middle Asia or in the 
Caucasus. This does not exclude, however, the possibility of some 
interactions between them in some more remote periods when the 
territorial distribution of the Turkic and the Finno-Ugric languages 
was different from the modern. It is also not excluded that the 
coincidence of the main features of the consonantism of these 
and some other languages may be of primordial character but the 
investigation of these historical problems must be the task of a 


special work. 
* ж Ж 


Some general conclusions 


In the Turkic languages there are over 30 main types of consonant 
phonemes: 
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In brackets, some allophones are given. The other variants of the 
consonant phonemes, and the type of oppositions are given supra. 

The changes of consonants coincide with phonemic and phonetic 
oppositions. There are at least four degrees of phonetic and two 
degrees of phonemic length of consonants, but these quantitative 
oppositions are connected with qualitative distinctive features, thus 
forming complex phonemic oppositions. The state of things in the 
investigated Finno-Ugric languages is similar, with the exception of 
some (e.g., uvular and pharyngeal) sounds. As our further investiga- 
tions (of 1966-70) have showed, these conclusions are true with 
regard to the Altaic languages in general. 

Our data, including the distinctive features established by means 
of instrumental and phonologic studies enable one toreconstruct the 
Common Turkic or the Pre-Turkic consonantism as having over 
20 consonant phonemes and thus in principle to corroborate the 
reconstructions by Räsänen, Poppe, and Menges.?? 


22 See M. Räsänen. Materialien zur Lautgeschichte der Türkischen Sprachen. 
Helsinki, 1949, Moscow, 1955, pp. 129—191 (of the Russ. ed.); N. Poppe. 
Vergleichende Grammatik der Altaischen Sprachen. Wiesbaden, 1960, pp. 9—82; 
К. Н. Menges. The Turkic languages and peoples. An introduction to Turkic 
studies. Wiesbaden, 1968, pp. 81 et passim. 
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ZUM METAPHORISCHEN GEBRAUCH 
TÜRKISCHER TIERBEZEICHNUNGEN! 
II. 
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HORST WILFRID BRANDS 
Frankfurt a. M. 


3. (Nachträge zum Begriffsfeld ‚Eulenvögel‘): 

3.1. bayquá ~ ‚Eule‘: Zu den Metaphern, die ihrerseits wieder 
Tierbezeichnungen bilden, kommt hinzu tat. baygis kübäläge = sovka 
(Tat.-russ. 53) ‚Eule = Schmetterling der Gattung Noctuidae, 
Nachtfalter bestimmter Arten‘. Parallelen fehlen einstweilen; 
Lehnübers. kann nicht ausgeschlossen werden; vgl. das vorliegende 
russ. sovka ‚Eulchen‘. Ungeachtet der Übereinstimmung mit dem 
dt. Gattungsbegriff liegt kein semant. Universale vor. 

3.2. yapalaq ~ ‚Eule‘: Die schon von Radloff (В III 262) und 
dann von Atalay aufgeworfene Frage nach einer Kontraktion 
< yabaqulaq (К. ПІ 56, dort den Stämmen Yabaqu und Yamaq 
zugeschrieben) kann wohl bedenkenlos bejaht werden. Unklar bleibt 
die Semantik der Komponente yaba, obwohl es an Deutungsmög- 
. lichkeiten nicht fehlt. Z. B. könnte der Verbalstamm yap- ,be- 
decken‘ (K III 208, R III 259 u.a.) ebenso in Betracht kommen wie 
das adjektiyische Lemma yaba ‚feucht‘ (К III 24, „oghusisch‘“). 
Semasiologisch ‚schöner‘ wäre gewiß die denkbare Verbindung mit 
yabalaq ~ [gar] ‚großflockig‘ (Schnee), vorkommend im heutigen 
Wolga-Ural- und aralo-kaspischen Bereich — auf die in Folge I bin- 
gewiesen wurde -, dazu noch osm. und tschag. yapaq ‚Vlies, Wolle‘ 
(В ILI 261; Stw. T.-D. 1007, danach heute wohl überwiegend yapağı 
[mit erstarrtem Possessivsuffix ?] ,Scherwolle von den im Frühling 
geschorenen Schafen, länger als yün‘); anscheinend bisher nicht alt- 
belegt, aber ohne Gewalttätigkeit mit yap- ‚bedecken‘ assoziierbar. 
Leider ist ja nun nicht alles plausibel, weil es gefällt; nicht alles 
trifft zu, weil es plausibel ist — derlei wurde schon zu verschiedenen 
Zeiten und in verschiedenen Tonarten gesagt, so oft wiederholt wie 
selten beachtet. In unserem konkreten Fall: Was wird nun aus 
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dem „schönen“ Wortinhalt ‚großflockig‘, der die Gedankenver- 
bindung ,flauschig, aufgeplustert ~ bei einem Vogel an sich schon 
nahelegt, der aber für die Eulenvögel mit ihrem wolligen Gefieder 
besonders passend sein müßte? — Wir haben nun aus dem gleichen 
Stamm eine tat. Form yabalda$ (В ПІ 278), mit beträchtlicher 
Polysemie, aber offensichtlichen Primärvorstellungen im Sinne 
‚niedrig, aber breit und umfangreich, raumfüllend (z.B. Haus, 
Baum mit weit ausladenden Ästen 0.4.)‘. Ist yabalda qur (a.a. О.) = 
‚großflockiger Schnee‘, so dürfte der semantische Nachdruck eher 
auf ‚groß und breit‘ als auf ,flockig' liegen. 

Wenn es also hinsichtlich der Etymologie von yapalaq < yabaqulaq 
für eine Hypothese noch nicht reicht, so kann doch klar festgehalten 
werden, daß das Wort an sich 1) eine Metapher und 2) ein Ersatz- 
wort darstellt. Das heutige nosm. yapalak konkurriert in der Bed. 
‚Uhu‘ mit der onomatopoetischen Form puhukusu. (Stw. T.-D. 
1007, D.-T. 556 an 2. Stelle; Agakay 812 ‚bir cins baykus, bubo 
maximus‘; desgl. Redhouse 2178.) Im Bekanntheitsgrad scheint 
yapalak erheblich hinter baykus zurückzustehen. Dieser Eindruck 
entstand jedenfalls nach Befragen mehrerer türkischer Sprecher. 
Dabei ist natürlich auch an das für alle Sprachregionen gegebene 
Problem varüerend starker Bezeichnungsspezialisierung bei Tier- 
und Pflanzennamen zu denken. Deutschsprachige verschiedener 
Altersstufen z.B. haben, soweit nicht durch Lebensumstände oder 
fachliche Sonderinteressen zu weiterer Differenzierung befähigt, 
überwiegend Schwierigkeiten, den Gattungsbegriff ‚Eulen‘ irgendwie 
zu untergliedern, wobei von wissenschaftlicher Klassifikation natür- 
lich nicht die Rede sein kann. Die Aufgabe wäre vielmehr, Be- 
zeichnungen (oder Stichwörter) wie ‚Uhu‘, ‚Steinkauz‘, ‚Waldohr- 
eule‘, ‚Schleiereule‘ zu reproduzieren. Viele Stadtbewohner haben 
ja sogar nur noch den Oberbegriff ‚Vogel‘ zur Verfügung, um eine 
ganze Reihe von Arten zu benennen, die etwa in öffentlichen An- 
lagen zu beobachten sind. Zwar ist wenigstens der unverwüstliche 
Spatz weitgehend bekannt. Jedoch dürfte schon die Frage, wieweit 
ähnliche Sperlingsvögel, etwa Finken und Ammern, noch einiger- 
maßen klar von der engeren Art passerinae im alltäglichen Sprach- 
gebrauch unterschieden werden, vom jeweiligen Ausdrucksbedarf 
abhängen (auf diesen Komplex wird noch zurückzukommen sein); 
mit anderen Worten: der Zuverlässigkeitsgrad spezialisierter lexi- 
kalischer Angaben — ob sie nun schriftlich oder unmittelbar durch 
Gewährsleute erfolgen — verhält sich umgekehrt proportional zum 
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Grad der Spezialisierung. Wir kónnen die Probe jederzeit an uns 
selbst vornehmen: Wie weit geht unsere Kenntnis der Getreide- 
arten ? — mit Zuordnung der richtigen lexikalischen Begriffe -, wie 
viele Fischarten können wir zutreffend benennen 2, u.a.m. Derlei 
Morgengymnastik für Linguisten (um von modischeren Ausdrücken 
vorsichtshalber abzusehen) müßte eigentlich heilsam wirken, da in 
dieser Zunft die Zahl derjenigen, die sich von der Galaxie bis zur 
eigenen Türschwelle erst in jahrzehntelanger Anabasis zurückzu- 
arbeiten vermochten, nicht ad infinitum vermehrt werden sollte. 

Eine zusätzliche zoomorphe Metapher bietet das tat. mdée basli 
yabalak = ‚katzenköpfige Eule‘ für ‚Uhu‘ (film) und ‚Eule‘ (sova); 
Tat.-russ. 387; genauere Angaben fehlen, treffend wäre das Bild 
aber wohl vor allem für die Gattung der Ohreulen (asio). 

3.3. ükü~ ‚Eule‘, и“, ‚Kauz‘ etc. – das nach bisheriger Kennt- 
nis primäre Wort, onomatopoetisch bedingt wie z.B. auch gesamt- 
germ. uww~ = auf verschiedenen Wegen > Eule // > Uhu - dazu 
kirg. Judachin 820 ükü ‚Schmuck aus Uhufedern an der Stirn des 
Pferdes, das der Freier beim Brautwerbungsbesuch reitet; kkp. 
Baskakov 691 Ak ‚Vogelfedern, die zur Verzierung des weiblichen 
Kopfputzes dienen‘. 


4. Zoomorphe Tierbezeichnungen: 


Eine Beispiele, z.T. schon mit Erläuterungen, sind bei Brands, 
Wortbestand, zu finden, vor allem 89f. Die lexikalischen Möglich- 
keiten haben sich seither erheblich verbessert, so daß hier einst- 
weilen auf Ansatzpunkte verwiesen werden kann, in der Hoffnung, 
daß die Interessierten sich — wie hier i. allg. vom Nosm. her ange- 
regt — über das Angedeutete hinaus vergewissern werden. Der Vor- 
schlag läßt sich mit wissenschaftlicher Korrektheit durchaus verein- 
baren, da es um das Auffinden von Parallelen, nicht aber um die 
Prüfung einer These o.à. geht; auch dürfte es nicht zur Schande ge- 
reichen, wenn man in einer Zeit strenger Rationalisierung die fürs 
Recherchieren zusätzlicher Begleitaspekte feststehender Tatsachen 
nötige Zeit einspart (was natürlich voraussetzt, daß man sich bei 
akutem Bedarf as hoc und punktuell äußern kann). 


4.1. itbaliq ‚Hundfisch‘ = Seehund‘ kas., Shnitn. 119, 

4.2. kedibalıygı ‚Katzenfisch‘ = ,Katzenhai‘; Stw. T.-D. 511, 

4.3. kediyılanı ,Katzenschlange'; Stw. T.-D. 510, 

4.4. tevd qué (K I 331), devekusu (nosm.) ‚Kamelvogel‘ = ‚Strauß‘, 
4.5. ИЦябайд»ь ‚Fuchsfisch‘ = ,Fuchshai' Stw. T.-D. 941. 
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Die Verbindungen solcher und ähnlicher Art sind äußerst zahl- 
reich. Sie kónnen und sollen hier nicht lickenlos dokumentiert 
werden. . 


5. Wie schon zu Anfang gesagt, sind die zoomorphen Pflanzen- 
bezeichnungen eine offenbar weitverbreitete Erscheinung. Es ist 
zunachst noch verfrüht, eine Beurteilung zu versuchen, ob in den 
einzelnen Fállen regionale Eigenbildungen vorliegen oder ob es sich 
um Lehnübersetzungen handelt. (Dies gilt auch für Abschn. 4.) 

5.1. Auffallend haufig finden sich Komponenten mit dem Anfangs- 
teil ,Hasen-', ,Hunds-', ,Lówen-', ‚Wolfs- gerade in der Botanik. 
Die entsprechenden Belege sind leicht zugänglich, so daß auf eine 
detaillierte Ausarbeitung hier verzichtet werden kann. Nur auf 
folgende Tatsache ist zu verweisen: Zusätze wie #-, ‚Hunds-‘ können 
auf zwei völlig verschiedenen Vorstellungen beruhen: Ein Bild wie 
‚Aundeschnauze‘ — möglicherweise auf die Form der Frucht der betr. 
Pflanze zurückgehend - ist in einem anderen Sinne metaphorisch als 
eine Verbindung der Art ‚Hundskamille‘, ‚Hundsveilchen‘ die gewiß 
den Begriff ‚gewöhnlich‘ - im Gegensatz zu ‚vornehmeren‘ Arten der 
jeweiligen Pflanze — zum Inhalt hat. Hier die Beispiele: 

5.1.1. At burun ~ (nosm. itburnu; Parallelen in zahlreichen Türk- 
sprachen bis Südsibirien) ,Hundsnase‘[-schnauze] ,Heckenrose, 
Hagebutte‘. 

5.1.2. it meneksesi ,Hundsveilchen, viola сапійа“, eine Abstufung 
wie oben. 


6. Zoomorphe Bilder im Argot (vgl. Folge I dieser Betrachtungen, 
Einleitung): 

6.1. barbunya ‚Meerbarbe‘ (Fisch): 1) ‚Glatte Note 10° (beste) in 
der Schule; 2) ‚10 Pfund-Banknote‘; Dev. 79, Stw. T.-D. 90. 

6.2. geyik ‚Hirsch‘ = ‚Zuhälter‘, Dev. 112. 

6.3. manda gözü ‚Büffelauge‘, Münze zu 25 kurus bis 1938, 
Dev. 151/2, Stw. T.-D. 605. 

6.4. ördek ‚Ente‘ = Fahrgäste, die nach längerer Reise von den 
Taxifahrern aufgegabelt werden; Dev. 165, Stw. T.-D. 726 ‚unter- 
wegs aufgenommener Fahrgast‘. 

6.5. piliç ‚Hühnchen‘ = ‚hübsches junges Ding‘; fehlt bei 
Mikhailov (ob Lehnübers. < amerikan.-engl. chicken, wo gleiche 
Argot-Entwicklung vorliegt ?). Dev. 172, Stw. T.-D. 751. Vgl. frz. 
poule ,Henne‘//,leichtes Mädchen u.ä.‘ (auch das weit ältere frz. 
grue ‚Kranich‘//,‚Straßenmädchen‘ — wegen des entsprechenden Gan- 
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ges -, sowie span. polla ‚junges Huhn‘//,junges Madchen‘ und manche 
andere Parallelen).? 

6.6. serçe ‚Sperling, Spatz‘ = ‚Polizist‘; Mikhailov 20, fehlt bei 
Dev. — dort unter 6 Entsprechungen 2 Tierbezeichnungen: akrep 
‚Skorpion‘ und mtkrop ,Mikrobe'. Die Kurzlebigkeit solcher Pragun- 
gen ist bekannt. 

6.7. «с̧ат ‚Ratte, Maus’ = ,Kolonialwarenhandler, bakkal‘; 
Dev. 182 mit dem Zusatz [daima miisteriden çaldığı için ‚weil er die 
Kundschaft ständig bestiehlt']. 

7. Oben wurde von den verschiedenen Differenzierungsgraden des 
Durchschnittssprechers gehandelt, dessen verfügbarer, ,,abruf barer'' 
Wortschatz sich nicht an Nachschlagemóglichkeiten orientiert und 
der mit einem Bruchteil des Thesaurierten auskommen kann. Ver- 
läuft doch die Thesaurierung eigengesetzlich, selbstzweckhaft, in 
normativer Absicht (wie bei „jungen“ oder in einem gesteuerten 
,,ReformprozeD'' befindlichen Schriftsprachen — z.B. Ungarisch im 
19. Jh., Neuosmanisch und türkische Schriftsprachen der UdSSR 
seit ca. 1925/30) oder aus wissenschaftlicher Aufgabenstellung 
heraus. Binsenweisheiten dieser Art sollten bei semasiologisch an- 
setzenden Arbeiten — und in der Lexikologie überhaupt - nie außer 
acht bleiben. Auch bei den vorliegenden Beobachtungen ist der 
mögliche Einwand inhärent vorwegzunehmen, es werde von stati- 
scher, thesauriert-erstarrter Erscheinungsform von Sprache ausge- 
gangen; die Dynamik des wirklichen Sprachlebens müsse dabei zu 
kurz kommen. Dem an Wortinhaltsforschung Interessierten kann 
es ja nicht darum gehen, mit anorganischer Materie zu arbeiten. 
Auch das Herausgreifen metaphorischer Ausdrücke mit Lexem- oder 
Semantemcharakter kann nur dann einen Sinn haben, wenn die 
Tatsache, und die Art und Weise, bestimmter Begriffsverbindungen 
unsere Erkenntnis der anderssprachigen Vorstellungswelt bereichert, 
und sei es auch auf Umwegen. Neben dem gängigen lexikalischen 
Material müssen Texte der Hoch- und Volksliteratur herangezogen 
werden. Nicht immer ist der Unterschied zwischen dem , lebendigen" 
metaphorischen Ausdruck und erstarrten topoi oder manieristischen 
Stilmitteln so selbstverständlich, wie er uns auf Grund unserer 
heutigen Wertungsmöglichkeiten etwa der europäischen Barock- 


2 Dev. verzeichnet in gleicher Bed. auch бас ‚Wachtel‘ = ‚hübsches 
junges Mädchen‘. Das regionale dt. Pendant (Ober- und Osthessen) besagt 
umgekehrt etwa ‚alte Schreckschraube‘ oder ,unsympathische weibliche 
Person in mittleren Jahren‘, ete. 
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diehtung und ihrer manieristischen Vorläufer erscheint. Obwohl es 
nicht selten ist, daß „verblaßte Metaphern als konventionalisierte 
Sprachbilder“ (Wilpert 423) in die „Umgangssprache“ eingehen, 
kommt es bei solcher Prämisse doch sehr auf das Verständnis eben 
des Begriffs „Umgangssprache“ an — wird sie nicht schon zum teil- 
weisen Soziolekt, wenn sie gruppenspezifische Ausdrücke aufnimmt ? 
Z. B.: Ironisierende Verfremdung nach dem (grobrasterigen) Bei- 
spiel der einstigen deutschen Studentensprache, im tü. Bereich in 
etwa demonstrierbar durch Formen wie mirim ‚mein Bester‘, ‚lieber 
Kollege‘ < mir < ar. amir ‚Befehlshaber, hoher Würdenträger ~" 
oder hoca als Anrede von Schülern untereinander, was wiederum dt. 
Formen nahebringt wie ‚Euer Gnaden‘, ‚Edler Fürst‘ u.à. — von der 
Lässigkeit des Stils der Offizierskasinos vergangener Zeiten längst 
bis an die Schwelle des Argot gewandert — oder auch (von Haus aus 
ebenfalls metaphorisch) ‚Chef‘, soweit es gebraucht wird, um anstelle 
der lexikalisch intendierten Distanz vielmehr eine oft unerwünschte 
Vertraulichkeit zu schaffen. 

7.1. Die Beispiele sind natürlich schon keine eigentlichen Meta- 
phern mehr; eher handelt es sich um Fälle sozialer Bedeutungsver- 
schiebung, z. T. -Verschlechterung. Es scheint aber, daß die Schwie- 
rigkeit, treffendere Muster so leichthin zu finden, auf ein im türki- 
schen Bereich selteneres Vorkommen der von Wilpert (und ande- 
ren) gemeinten Integration literarischer Bilder — einschließlich 
concetti - in die Normalsprache schließen läßt. Von Bildern wie die 
‚Schnee-Heuschrecken‘ (melah-i berf) oder ,brimstiges Kamel! = 
‚Wolke‘ (uStur-) mest = sahab) in der berühmten Winter-Kaside 
des Negati (Gibb Nr. 92, 8. 63) wird man getrost sagen können, 
daB sie als esoterische ‚„Sonderanfertigungen“ den allgemeinen 
Markt der Sprache nie erreicht haben, unabhàngig davon, ob dem 
osmanischen Dichter selbst die Urheberschaft zukommt (was be- 
sonders bei ,Kamel'-Bildern in der Poesiesprache natürlich nie 
sicher sein kann). An der gleichen Stelle transformiert Negati aber 
auch den bekanntesten topos der mystischen Liebe ,Flamme - 
Falter‘: Die ‚Schnee-Falter‘ (berf-perväne) werden von der Sonne, 
die hier an die Stelle des Kerzenliehts tritt, vernichtet. Hier kónnte 
durchaus Eigenständigkeit vorliegen. | 

7.2. Es ist nicht ohne Pikanterie, wenn man an dieser Stelle daran 
erinnern darf, daß die großen Namen des europäischen Manierismus, 
Gongora (T 1627) und Marini (t 1625) erst einige Generationen rare 
nach Negati (T um 1510) auf den Plan treten. Wenn es bei dem zeit- 4 £ N <N UNA 
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genóssischen Metaphorik-Stilisten Tesauro heißt, Dichten sei „ein 
Worttheater bauen“ (Hocke 72—78), so scheint dieses Poesiever- . 
standnis demjenigen so mancher türksprachiger Divandichter nicht 
sehr fern — näher gewiß als etwa die gleichzeitige Vorstellung von ` 
Historiographie dem neuen Wissenschaftsverständnis des nach- 
humanistischen Abendlandes sein konnte. Dennoch: In seinen Aus- 
wüchsen wird dem romanischen und englischen Manierismus wohl 
kaum Vergleichbares aus islamischer Feder an die Seite zu stellen 
sein. Übertragungen wie ‚Schildkröte‘ = ‚Lyra ohne Saiten‘ oder 
‚Orgel‘ = ‚Nachtigall ohne Federn‘ (Hocke а.а.О.) sind Glanz- 
stücke der manieristischen Vorzugsgattung ‚Oppositions-Metapher“ 
— Verstiegenheiten, gegen die Negütis zoomorphe Bilder geradezu 
volkstümlich anmuten. 

7.3. Leichteren Zugang zum aktiven Wortschatz (wenigstens im 
Bereich des Argot) finden Bilder von vermeintlichem Spontan- 
charakter, oft ausgezeichnet durch Wortwitz und Sprachgefühl, 
oft auch versehen mit dem Signum eines unbekannten sprach- 
schöpferischen Originalgenies. Hier bieten sich Beispiele an, die 
zwangsläufig auch eine andere Stilebene repräsentieren, so das in 
Folge І eingangs — unter 1. - erwähnte tü. pantalon balığı (,Hosen- 
Fisch‘). Einige relativ junge dt. Bildungen können sich, was die 
Plastizität anlangt, daneben durchaus sehen lassen: ‚Beamten- 
forelle (anscheinend ‚ärarischer“‘ Herkunft, Austriazismus) = 
‚Siedewurst‘; ‚Bergmannskuh‘ (Ruhrgebiet bis ca. 1950) = ‚Ziege‘; 
‚Drahtesel‘ = ‚Fahrrad‘ oam. In der Einordnung werden diese 
mehr oder weniger profanen Gegenstände völlig gleichgestellt: es 
handelt sich durchweg um echte zoomorphe Metaphern mit Lexem- 
charakter. 

8. Es soll nun auch die vorerst noch weit unterschatzte tü. 
Volksliteratur zu ihrem Recht kommen, die nach grofen (Epos, 
Destän [romant. Epos islamischer Provenienz], Märchen) und klei- 
nen (Sprichwort, Ratsel, Lied, Schwank) Formen zu unterscheiden 
ist. In Anbetracht des noch ganz unzureichenden Forschungsstandes 
kann hier einstweilen nur über gewisse Tendenzen der Metaphorik 
der kleinen Formen in ersten Ánsátzen gesprochen werden.? Eigent- 


3 Ein Beitrag zur Beseitigung dieser Mángel soll mit einem auf Initiative 
des Vfs. an der Universität Frankfurt a.M. laufenden, von der Deutschen 
Forschungsgemeinschaft finanzierten Arbeitsvorhaben ,,Volksliteratur der 
Tirkvélker“ geleistet werden, das sich vorrangig der „kleinen Formen“ (be- 
ginnend ‘nit dem Sprichwort) seit Frühjahr 1974 annimmt. 
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lich sollte das Rätsel — so könnte vermutet werden - besonders gute 
Beispiele für eine unüberspitzte Metaphorik liefern kónnen. Diese 
Meinung ist indessen nur mit erheblichen Einschränkungen ange- 
bracht. Mögen auch die Manierismen eines virtuosen Literatentums 
hier fehlen - dafür haben wir es nun mit den Spitzfindigkeiten des 
schöpferischen Volksgeistes zu tun. Manche Erkenntnisse dürften 
sich gewinnen ‚lassen, wenn man die gewaltige Materialfülle bei 
Tietze-Basgöz mit großer Geduld angeht. Hier muß schließlich 
nach der Umkehrmethode gearbeitet werden: Geliefert werden 
Assoziationen, oft nur Andeutungen, die aber nur selten bis in die 
Nachbarschaft der echten Metapher gelangen. So für ‚Schlange‘ 
(yilan) der schon aus dem Codex Cumanicus bekannte Typus Yer 
` altında [yol üstünde] yağli kayış ‚Unter der Erde [Var.: Auf dem 
Weg] ein fettiger Riemen‘ (Tietze-Basgöz 682, Ne. 692.8, mit 
13 Varianten). Oder für ‚Hase‘ (tavsan): Ağaç dibinde küçük maya 
‚Unter dem Baum eine kleine Kamel-Stute‘ (ebda. 378, Nr. 354.3). 
Von einer Bildhaftigkeit, die das Erraten erleichtert, ist auch die 
Beschreibung der Katze (kedi ) in einem der vielen Rätsel mit dieser 
Antwort: Gelisi arslan gibi/durusu sultan gibilyayılır hasır ФИ 
sürünür esir gibt ‚Ihr Kommen ist wie das eines Löwen, ihre Haltung 
wie die einer Herrscherin, sie breitet sich aus wie eine Matte, sie 
schleppt sich dahin wie eine Gefangene‘. (Ebda. 179, Nr. 137.9.) 

Es verdient Erwähnung, daß der Begriff ‚Wolf‘, unbeschadet 
aller Stammessagen gefürchtet und tabuiert, nur ein einziges Mal 
zum Rätselinhalt wird (bezogen auf die zitierte Sammlung, die aber 
zweifellos Repräsentativcharakter hat), während der Katze, ge- 
messen an der Vielzahl der Rätsel-concepts, ein besonders hoher 
Popularitäts-(= Sympathie-)grad zukommen müßte; bei der Ameise 
ist dieser alternativ einmal so genannte „Intensitätsgrad bildhafter 
Möglichkeiten‘ noch größer. (S. u.) 

8.1. Weit weniger konkret ist der ,,Steckbrief‘‘ bei den folgenden 
drei zu erratenden Tieren (und mindestens dieser Schwierigkeitsgrad 
ist weitaus überwiegend die Norm): 

8.1.1. Yer altında gelin gider ‚Unter der Erde geht eine junge 
Frau‘ = ‚Regenwurm‘ (solucan). Ebda. 813, Nr. 851.6. 

8.1.2. Min min ayagli, mintan kulaklı, o güzelin neresinde öpersin? 
‚Rlitzekleinfüßig, hemdsohrig (Ohren so zart wie Gewebe ~‘), wohin 
willst du diese Schöne küssen?‘ = ‚Maus‘ (fare, san), ebda. 
504, 501.9. 

8.1.8. Yer altındalkazan kaynar|[bulgur kaynar] ‚unter der Erde 
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kocht ein Kessel [kocht Buchweizen]: = ,Ameise[n]‘ (karınca), 
ebda. 76, Nr. 11. 17/18. Die Ameise ist die in der Rätsel-Literatur 
meistverwendete Tierart.* 

9. Metaphorisch weniger ergiebig "et, vorgefaßten Meinungen 
zum Trotz, die Gattung Sprichwort. Vielleicht liegt es daran, daß 
die Sprichwörter im allgemeinen eine ziemlich strikt formulierte 
‚Botschaft‘ enthalten, die für bildhafte Ausschmückung nicht mehr 
viel Raum läßt. (Ich möchte mir ausdrücklich vorbehalten, in ab- 
sehbarer Zeit in konkreterer Form darauf zurückzukommen.) 

9.1. Wenigstens ein unvollkommenes Beispiel soll auch aus dem 
Sprichwortbereich angeführt werden: Es handelt sich um eines der 
ältestbelegten Sprichwörter (K I 127) überhaupt, aufgezeichnet vor 
1100 u. Z.: yilan kendi egrisin bilmes tewi boynin egri ter ‚die Schlange 
weiß nicht, wie krumm sie selbst ist — sie nennt den Hals des Kamels 
krumm‘ — bemerkenswert dazu die jung aufgezeichnete faktisch 
identische türkmenische Parallele düe öz boynunin, egrisini bilmez, 
yilana egri diyer (Kr. fraz. slov. 9). 

10. Die vorstehend gebrachten Beispiele aus verschiedenen tür- 
kischen Sprach- und Literaturebenen haben wohl gezeigt, daß von 
der Erforschung der Volksliteratur in ganz besonderem Maße neue 
Aufschlüsse über das türkische Ausdrucksverständnis ~ in dem die 
Metaphorik einen wichtigen Platz einnimmt - erwartet werden 
dürfen. Die Vorstellungen, die manchen Ausdrücken zugrundeliegen, 


$ Korrekturzusatz zu.8.1.1.: Die Assoziation bietet natürlich verschiedene 
Auslegungsmöglichkeiten. Zunächst von der Stellung der jungen Frau und 
Schwiegertochter her (= vorsichtiges bis unterwürfiges Verhalten, um nicht 
anzuecken ~ oder aber der Gedanke an ein Sicheinschleichen des „Kömm- 
Inge" [die traditionelle Ableitung vom Verbstamm ‚kommen‘ scheint wirk- 
lich jeder Skepsis standzuhalten; vgl. Doerfer, III, Nr. 1700], der von der 
aufnehmenden Sippe mit Mißtrauen betrachtet wird). Eine Verbindung von 
der Farbe her (dern bräutlichen Hochrot, weshalb gelincik ‚Bräutchen‘ = 
‚Rlatschmohn‘) ist wohl weniger wahrscheinlich. 

Zu 8.1.3.: Die Insektengattung spielt bekanntlich auch in der Mythologie 
(Die A. des Zeus, etc.) ebenso eine Rolle wie im biblischen und koranischen 
Bereich. In den verschiedenen Kulturen reicht die Wertungsbreite von 
Positiv, in der Nähe des Sakralen, bis Negativ (Dämonie oder Giftgefahr; 
die Ameisensäure wurde gelegentlich für giftig gehalten): Ein Beweis für die 
Faszination, die zu allen Zeiten von der A. ausgegangen ist. Auch das 
tüsprach. Sprichwort stellt sie gern als Vorbild an Fleiß und Zukunftsvor- 
sorge hin. Die dt. Bezeichnung A. ist nicht primär, sondern offenbar ein 
Ersatzwort. Tabuierung, im tü. Bereich ziemlich sicher — Vielzahl der 
Varianten bei den 3 verschiedenen Haupttypen — kann daher auch im idg. 
Sprachgebiet nicht ausgeschlossen werden. 
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klarer herauszuarbeiten, müßte eigentlich zu den reizvollsten Auf- 
gaben einer (erneut anzuregenden) turkologischen Semasiologie 
gehóren. 


Abkürzungen zu den Quellenangaben (zusätzliche Literatur über Teil I 
[1974] hinaus): 


Brands: H. W. Brands, Studien zum Wortbestand der Türksprachen, 
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Karimova-Dmitriev: Russko-baskirskij slovar!, Moskva 1954. 

К: Mahmüd al-KaSgari, Diván-ü lüfat-it-bürk, çev. B. Atalay, Ankara 19398. 

Kr. fraz. slov.: Kratkij frazeologióeskij slovar’ russkogo i turkmenskogo 
jazykov, sost. A. Kuliev (usw.). Ašehabad 1963. 

Mikhailov: M. Mikhailov, Matériaux sur l'argot et les locutions populaires 
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THE PHONEMIC SYSTEM OF EARLY 18th 
CENTURY CHUVASH 


by 
EVEN HOVDHAUGEN 
Oslo 


1. From the period of the Volga Bolgar inscriptions till the beginning 
of the 18th. century there exist no direct records of Chuvash. The 
Chuvash material from the 18th century which has been available 
to me is as follows: 

a. A vocabulary of 28 words in Strahlenberg 1730. This mO 
must have been recorded between 1709 and 1721 when Strahlenberg 
stayed as a prisoner in Russia. Although most of the words in his 
vocabulary undoubtedly are Chuvash, it is full of errors and incon- 
sistencies and can hardly be of much use in a phonological investiga- 
tion of 18th century Chuvash. 

b. A vocabulary of about 300 words, a translation of The Lord's 
Prayer and some Chuvash proper names and place names are found 
in Müller 1759. This material was recorded in 1733, cf. Müller 1759, 
p. 305, and below. 

c. The first Chuvash grammar Sočinenija prinadlezastija k gram- 
matike čuvašskago jazyka, printed in Leningrad 1769, ef. Dimitriev 
1967, and reprinted in Moscow 1775. The grammar contains exten- 
sive word lists. 

d. A list of about 290 Chuvash words is given by Pallas 1786-89. 
The source of Pallas’ vocabulary is several handwritten. vocabularies 
compiled between 1784 and 1785. These are published by Sergeev 
1970, pp. 242-263. 

e. In Adelung 1806-17 there are given 4 Chuvash versions of The 
Lord's Prayer. One is identical with the one found in Müller 1759 
and one is taken from the Chuvash catechism from 1804. But two 
of them may be older. One (Adelung I 1806, pp. 495f.) he has got 
"durch Vermittelung meines Neffen zu Petersburg von dem General- 
Gouverneur zu Katharinenburg ..., der sie von einem vereideten 


PHONEMIC SYSTEM OF EARLY 18TH CENTURY OHUVASH 275 


Dolmetscher aufsetzen lassen”. The second (Adelung IV 1817, 
pp. 186-188) is taken from a catechism from 1807, but according to 
him it is based on a handwritten catechism from 1788. 

There undoubtedly exists more material, especially vocabularies. 
Most of them are not published, but exist in archives in the USSR, 
and a few publications have not been available to me. More infor- 
mation about this material will be found in Gorskij 1959, рр. 26-40 
and Sergeev 1970, pp. 228—238. 

In the beginning of the 19th century the first Chuvash texts were 
published. We have a catechism from 1804 and another from 1807, 
and in 1820 a Chuvash translation of the four gospels was published. 

An abridged translation of the first Chuvash grammar from 1769 
was published by Levresque 1825. Since the original version in most 
cases has been inaccessible to scholars outside the USSR, they have 
to a great extent made use of Levresque’s version, which, however, 
is full of misprints! and has an inconsistent transliteration. This has 
sometimes led to futile discussions about ghost-words. A case in 
point is Levresque 1825, p. 268 where we find bolzatsamyr "étions," 
bolzatsyr “étiez” which Benzing 1959, p. 747 mentions as “eine ei- 
genartige Imperfekt(?)-Form.” But in Sotinenija 1775, p. 51, 
we find the expected forms abir bolzdtiamyr “my byli” and azir 
bolzaityr “vy byli.” 

In the last years there have been published some studies on this 
material by Chuvash scholars, cf. Jegorov 1951, Sergeev 1970, 
Alekseev 1970. These studies are mostly concerned with the question 
of which dialect of Chuvash the language of this material, especially 
Sotinenija 1769, represents. According to their investigations it 
seems to be a mixture of Virjal and Anatri, the Virjal influence being 
predominant. 

There is no doubt that this material deserves a thorough investiga- 
tion and is of great importance for Chuvash historical grammar. But 
the importance of it is primarily lexical. Many words and word 
forms which are lost in present-day Chuvash, are still found in these 
older sources. The phonological information to be found here is 
usually considered to be of minor importance since the spelling 
fluctuates very much, cf. Gorskij 1959, p. 29. 

It is true that a phonological interpretation of this material is 


1 To take but a few examples: svatta “4,” pikek “‘5,” atsaal “60” instead of 
рана, pillek, ótmal. (Levresque 1825, p. 271, Sotinenija 1775, p. 40.) 
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difficult, and that not only because the orthography is inconsistent. 
In most cases we do not know the source of the records (where, 
when and by whom) and if there has been one or several informants 
(who may represent different dialects), or if the material is compiled 
by a foreigner with a thorough knowledge of Chuvash or not. Ac- 
cordingly I have chosen to concentrate on the material given by 
Müller 1759 and to give a phonological analysis of it. The choice is 
made not only because this is one of the oldest records of Chuvash, 
but mainly because we do in this case know when, where and by 
whom the record was made and we have some information about 
the informants. 

2. Miiller 1759 is in many respects a very important book for 
Chuvash studies. It contains inter alia a lot of interesting ethnologi- 
cal observations which I cannot deal with here. The linguistic 
material in this book consists of three parts: a. The Chuvash part of 
the Vocabularium harmonicum (pp. 382-408), b. A translation of 
The Lord's Prayer into Chuvash (pp. 411—412) and e. Some Chuvash 
place names, proper names etc. found spread elsewhere in his book. 
Müller gives the following informations about how he collected his 
material and about the linguistic situation of the Chuvash at his time: 

* Diese Nachrichten sind von mir im Jahre 1733 auf meiner Hin- 
reise nach Sibirien, als ich mich eine Zeitlang zu Casan aufhielt, 
zusammen getragen, und ferner auf der Reise von Casan nach To- 
bolsk ergänzet worden." (p. 305). 

“Die Tschuwaschen aus den Wasilischen, Kusmademianskischen 
und Tschebaxarischen Gegenden reden auch in etwas anders, als die 
so unterhalb der Mündung des Flusses Kama wohnen, wiewohl 
dieser Unterschied nicht sonderlich groB ist." (p. 330). 

“Teh habe in Casan, dureh Hülfe dortiger Dolmetscher, von den 
Dialecten der Tscheremissischen, Tschuwaschischen und Wotiaki- 
schen Sprache, so wie solche in der Nachbarschaft von Casan gere- 
det werden, ein kleines Wórterbuch zusammengetragen." ibid. 

“Denn, ohne daf ich mir selbst zu schmeicheln Ursach finde, so 
kann versichern, daß es nicht leicht möglich ist, die eigentliche Aus- 
sprache der Wörter aus dem Munde der Eingebohrnen des Landes, 
nach der bey uns üblichen Aussprache der Lateinischen Buchstaben, 
genauer aufzuzeichnen, als ich solches hier zu bewerkstelligen mich 
beflissen habe.” (р. 331). 


2 Even in Jevanggel 1820 the spelling is very unstable, cf. deer (Joh. Lou 
dzar (Joh. 6.25) “you,” jatly (Joh. 1.6)/jdtla (Luk. 2.25) “called,” etc. 
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“Wegen des Unterschiedes der zween Tschuwaschischen Dialecte 
erinnere noch, daß ich in der Stadt Tschebaxar Gelegenheit gehabt, 
einige Wórter von dasigem Dialecte zu sammeln, welche ich, wo ein 
merklicher Unterschied sich findet, dem gemeinen Dialecte beyge- 
füget habe." ibid. 

“so habe ich .. . mit Hülfe vorbesagter Dolmetscher eine Tschere- 
 missische und Tschuwaschische Uebersetzung (of The Lord's Prayer) 
zum Stande gebracht, welche mit hierbey folgen." (p. 332). 

It is clear from these notes that the main source of Müller's 
vocabulary is Virjal dialects, but he is well aware of the difference 
between Virjal and Anatri dialects and has also recorded a few words 
from Anatri. 


3. There exist also two other versions of this vocabulary beside the 
one published in Müller 1759.3 One is found in Johann Eberhard 
Fischer: Vocabularium continens trecenta vocabula. triginta quatuor 
gentium, maxima ex parte Sibiricarum the manuscript of which is in 
Góttingen and has been published in facsimile in Doerfer 1965. The 
different theories about the date and origin of this manuscript are 
diseussed by Doerfer 1965, pp. 11-12. As far as the Chuvash part of 
Fischer’s Vocabularium is concerned, there is no doubt that it is 
copied from Müller's word list. In most cases the words and the 
orthography as well as the arrangement of the vocabulary are identi- 
cal with Müller's. But there are many words and especially variants 
of words given by Miller which are omitted by Fischer* and in some 
cases Fischer's vocabulary has clear misprints not found in Müller's 
book.5 In a few cases Fischer’s orthography is to be preferred to 


з Throughout this article the following abbreviations will be used: М = 
Müller 1759, FG = the Góttingen manuscript of Fischer (Doerfer 1965) and 
FL = the Leningrad manuscript of Fischer (Sergeev 1970). 
4 e.g. schatidn, schiidan “devil” (М p. 382 , Schaitàn (FG p. 72), szaytan 
(FL p. 238), Chuvash sujt(tJan, šojt(t)an, 

бйоһ, üjech “moon” (М p. 382), düch (FG p.:72), not attested in FL, 

Chuvash ujäx, ojdx, ий. 

sSür, sSor, kaSpolat “night” (M p. 382), sS'ür (FG p. 72), syr (FL p. 238), 
Chuvash £r, Sör “night” and kag pultti “twilight.” ? 

schiwa, schüw “water” (M. р. 384), Schiwa (FG p. 72), sziwa (FL p. 238), 
Chuvash sv, stud, 800, Su. 

sir, sSer "earth" (М. р. 384), Ser (FG p. 74), sir (FL p. 239), Chuvash dër, 

bitSchà, pitSche “brother, older brother" (M p. 388), bitSche (FG p. 74), bicze 
(FL p. 239), Chuvash pitée ete. 
5 e.g. £otà “Пр” (M р. 388), tötä (FG p. 76), tota (FL p. 239), Chuvash tuta, 
tota. The form in FG has wrong accent and a final à which elsewhere only 
represents an -a after $, cf. below. 
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Müller’s.® A reasonable explanation for this is that Fischer used 
Müller’s handwritten manuscript (or a version of it) and then some 
misprints occurred when Müller's manuscript was printed. In a 
few cases’ Fischer has words not found in Muller 1759, but these 
may of course have existed in Müller's original manuscript. 

There exists also another version of Fischer’s Vocabularium in 
Leningrad and the Chuvash part of it has been published by Ser- 
geev 1970. He offers also some observations on. the origin of the 
manuscript, its orthography and the etymology of some words 
found in it (Sergeev 1970, pp. 233-235). He assumes quite tentatively 
that the material was collected by Fischer sometimes between 1733 
and 1743. He also observes a certain resemblance between Fischer's 
and Miiller’s vocabularies, but seems not to assume that the one 
is the copy of the other since on the one hand Miller gives several 
phonetic variants not found in Fischer’s vocabulary and on the 
other hand Fischer has several Chuvash numerals, place names and 
proper names not found in Müller's vocabulary. The last observation 
is, however, wrong since although these words are not found in 
Müller's Voeabularium harmonicum, they all of them occur else- 
where in his book. Accordingly there seems to be no doubt that also 
the Leningrad manuscript of Fischer is based on Müller's material. 

In the Leningrad manuscript several words are lacking which are 
found in the Göttingen manuscript. In some cases this may, however, 
be due to Sergeev’s edition which does not look completely trust- 
worthy. Inter alia all obscene words are lacking. In one case the 
orthography of the Leningrad manuscript is to be preferred to the 


suwSär “marten” (М p. 396), smoSàr (FG p. 80), sosar (FL p. 240), Chuvash 
sdsar, sdsdr, sasar. The m in FG is a clear misspelling. In the following 3 cases 
the errors are attested both in FG and FL: 

iSchilga “tongue” (M p. 388), Schilgà (FG p. 76), zilga (FL p. 239), Chuvash 
celxe. 

iSchichah “hen” (М p. 396), tSchiSchah (FG p. 80), czisza (FL p. 240), Chu- 
vash баха, вах, биха. 

tábirkon “to-morrow” (M p. 404), tübirkon (FG p. 84), tubir-kon (FL p. 241), 
Chuvash tepër kun “the other day." Chuvash tepër must be analyzed as te, ta 
“Чоо, also” + per “опе” and the u in FG and FL has no justification. 
6 e.g. sjas “eating” (M p. 400), Siàs (FG p. 82), siias (FL p. 241), Chuvash 
Sijes (fut. particip.). 

alta “six” (M p. 406), ólta (FG p. 86), olta (FL p. 238), Chuvash wlt ($) d, olt(t) à 
7 e.g. kailàh “backwards” (FG p. 86), kayla (FL p. 241), Chuvash Кайа. 
maldàh "forwards" (FG p. 86), malda (FL p. 241), Chuvash malta. sjdwal 
“the river Zivil” (FG p. 90), sjaval (FL p. 241), Chuvash saval, $üval. 
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one found in the Göttingen manuscript an in Müller 1759.5 More 
curious is the fact that the principles of orthography are different 
in the Leningrad manuscript. In some respects it seems to be based 
on Polish orthography, e.g. sz = š, cz = ë ete. There are also a few 
misspellings which seem to be due to an original in Cyrillic script.® 


4. A phonological analysis of this material is only possible when 
it is based on а comparison with modern Chuvash. Although Müller's 
transcription is far from perfect and there clearly are some errors 
in his material (although many of them can be eliminated by 
comparing the three versions of the vocabulary), it is as a whole 
surprisingly consistent and makes it possible with a high degree of 
probability to reconstruct the phonological system of Chuvash in 
the first part of the 18th century. As indicated above, the main 
source of Müller's vocabulary is a Virjal dialect, but sometimes he 
also gives Anatri forms together with the Virjal ones. But there is 
no reason to assume that he based his records on a “pure” Virjal 
dialect. We must probably reckon with a certain influence from 
Anatri dialects. 


5. In the case of vowels we must distinguish between initial and 
non-initial syllables. In initial syllables we must assume 10 vowel 
phonemes in Müller’s material: 

Lax vowels: 

DI (Chuvash ë) is usually written $, but before r the spelling with e 
is the rule. In a few cases both z and e are attested and from Müller's 
own statement (Müller 1759, p. 331, cf. above) we can conclude that 
the ? forms are from Virjal while the forms with e represent Anatri. 
Even today the lax vowels are more closed in some Virjal dialects 
than in Anatri. 

Examples (forms from FG and FLare only given when the ydeviate 
from Miller 1759): 

ine "cow" (M p. 394), Chuvash ёле 

¿Sas “drinking” (М р. 400), Chuvash éges 


$ sóldir “star” (М p. 382), Sóldir (FG p. 72), soldor (FL р. 238), Chuvash 
sditdr, ог. 

° e.g. Was "drinking" (M р. 400), isäs (FG p. 82), us’as’ (FL р. 241), 
Chuvash ¿ses (fut. particip.). The win FL may be due to a wrong transcription 
(Cyrillic u = Latin 7). Орду “Ufa” (M p. 330), üpgü (FG p. 241), Urdy (FL 
р. 241), Chuvash &pxü. The error in FL must be due to an assumption that 
the form was written in the Cyrillie alphabet and then the Latin alphabet 
was retranscribed into Latin! 
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jibjä “wet” (M p. 404), Chuvash ёре 
cher "daughter" (М p. 386), Chuvash zer 
chérle "red" (M p. 402), Chuvash xérlé 
gjerech “40° (M. p. 406), Chuvash xéréx 
sir, sSer "earth" (M. p. 384), Chuvash ser 
[ü/ (Anatri ë, Virjal 6) is usually written ü, but in a few cases the 
spelling jw occurs. Examples: 
tütüm “smoke” (M p. 384, ef. tytyn FL p. 238), Chuvash т, 
totóm1? 
kümül, kümöl “silver” (М р. 386), Chuvash kémél, kömöl 
ssiiru “ring” (M p. 392), Chuvash sërë, soro 
ijk “down, feather" (M p. 388), Chuvash tëk (*tök-is not attested 
in A&marin TH, but cf. Tatar tök etc. < Proto-Turkic *tük) 
juwen “bridle” (M p. 394), Chuvash jéven (*jöven is not attested, 
but the word must on account of the initial 7 be a borrowing 
from Tatar jögän). 
fi (Chuvash d) is only attested in a few words and is always 
written $. Examples: 
schilne “his younger brother" (M p. 388), Chuvash 2016, sdlné 
тта "younger sister" (M p. 388, but with wrong translation 
“ältere Schwester"), Chuvash jamäk, jomök 
jù] (Anatri d, Virjal б) is usually written u. In two cases in stressed 
position we find the spelling o and in a few cases we find the spelling 
ü which in most cases indicates a fronting of the vowel due to a 
preceding 4. Examples: 
kuwar "charcoal" (M p. 384), Chuvash kdvar, koar 
sumSah “nose” (M p. 388), Chuvash sämsa, sómsa 
рий “calf” (M p. 394), Chuvash páru, Proto-Turkie *buóagu 
bulàn “е” (M p. 394), Chuvash pälan, cf. Tatar bolan 
söldir "star" (M p. 382, FL p. 238 soldor), Chuvash sdlidr, cf. Tat. 
juldiz 
85011 "fountain" (М p. 386), Chuvash sal, $01 
sSür “key” (М р. 392), Chuvash sära, séra 
Tense vowels: 
DI (Chuvash t) is usually written 7. In three words we find the 
spelling у. The preceding consonant is in all three cases labial 


10 Dialectal forms, cognates from other Turkic languages and reconstructed 
Proto-Turkic forms are only given to the extent that they are relevant for 
the phonological interpretation of Müller's material. 


PHONEMIC SYSTEM OF EARLY 18TH OENTURY CHUVASH 281 


(v, р) and the spelling probably indicates a labialization of the 
vowel. Examples: 
sill “wind” (M p. 382), Chuvash sil 
ir “morning” (М p. 382), Chuvash ir 
tinnis, kines "sea" (M р. 384), Chuvash tinés 
wySimkon “the day after tomorrow” (M. p. 404), Chuvash visem 
kun 
wüSSe “3” (M. р. 404), Chuvash vis (sé 
pyn “1000” (M p. 408), Chuvash pin 
fü/ (Chuvash 4) is written 4 and once ju. Examples: 
kül аке” (M p. 384), Chuvash kül, küle 
siiSS "hair" (М p. 388), Chuvash sis 
bürt “hut” (M. p. 392), Chuvash pürt 
tiuSchak “bed” (М р. 392), Chuvash tüsek 
fi] (Chuvash š) is written ë when the preceding consonant is labial 
and also sometimes when preceded or followed by z or l (velar). 
In other positions it is written ?. Examples: 
wyres-arnà “Sunday” (М р. 382), Chuvash viräs-erni (kun) 
pir-tipne “thirsty” (М p. 400), Chuvash pir tipné “the throat was 
dried out” 
vürdádub “I lie" (M p. 402), Chuvash virtatdp 
chürem-wüSSne “hungry” (M p. 400), Chuvash хат, visna “the 
stomach was hungry" 
sisnah “рів” (M. p. 394), Chuvash sisna 
iraSch “туе”? (M. p. 398), Chuvash tras 
timar "root? (М p. 398), Chuvash Gaar 
Ju] (Chuvash ш) is always written м. Examples: 
tündi-kon “Monday” (М p. 384), Chuvash tuntikun 
ut "horse" (M p. 394), Chuvash ш 
sSutt "light" (M. p. 404), Chuvash sută 
[0] (Virjal o, Anatri и) is usually written o. A preceding $ has in 
some cases caused a fronting to 6. In some cases the difference Virjal 
o — Anatri и is indicated or only the Anatri forms with % are given. 
Examples: 
jor “snow” (M. p. 382), Chuvash jor, jur 
890 “road” (M p. 384), Chuvash gol, sul 
tSchol “stone” (M p. 386), Chuvash Gol, &ul 
sSörem “back” (M p. 390), Chuvash soräm, suräm 
ssörtah “сапе” (M p. 392), Chuvash sorta, surta 
ötich, wjech "moon" (М p. 382), Chuvash wjda, оўйс 
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sochal, suchàl "beard" (M p. 388), Chuvash suxal, soxal 

uch “bow” (M р. 394), Chuvash и®@, oxd, ux 

juman “oak” (M p. 398), Chuvash juman, joman 

[a] (Chuvash a) is written a except once when a preceding $ has 
caused a fronting to d. Examples: 

aSSjé “thunder” (M p. 382), Chuvash aga 

arSin “man” (M p. 386), Chuvash arsin 

jal “village” (М p. 392), Chuvash jal 

There is no trace of a phoneme e in the material. Where modern 
Chuvash has an e in initial syllables (probably due to a regressive 
assimilation from a following palatalized consonant or a front vowel 
in the following syllable) Müller's material has always an a. Examples: 

arnd “week” (М p. 384), Chuvash erne 

arjak “brandy” (M p. 400), Chuvash erek, eren 

abi “Т? (M p. 402), Chuvash ерё, ep, jepë, јер 

as "thou" (M p. 402), Chuvash esë, es, jes 

Elision of lax vowels in initial syllables, corresponding to elision 
or reduction in modern Chuvash (cf. Hovdhaugen 1973, p. 164) 
is well attested. Examples: 

chwel, schwel “sum” (M. p. 382), Chuvash xëvel 

schmät-kon “Saturday” (M p. 384), Chuvash $Sämat (kun) 

schmardàh “egg” (M p. 398), Chuvash sämarta 

The following system of vowel phonemés in initial syllables can 
then be assumed for early 18th century Chuvash: 


x 


Y x wv 
$ U Ф U 
a O 


In non-initial syllables the spelling of vowels is far less consistent, 
but as far as I can judge from the material, the system is the same 
as in modern Chuvash. I shall briefly indicate the different spellings, 
but no examples will be given, cf. however the examples given 
elsewhere in the article. 

DI is always written ?. 

[ч] is attested once and is written u. 

[8] is as a rule written 4 ог u when the preceding syllable has a 
rounded vowel. When the preceding syllable has an unrounded 
vowel it is written ? or e. 

J| is written in many different ways (?, e, а and more seldom 
0, %, G or й) and Iam only partly able to give rules for the distribution 
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of spellings. But there seems to be no reason to assume that the 
variation in spelling indicates phonemic oppositions. 

[е] is written à or e and it seems impossible to find any rules for 
the distribution of the two spellings. 

[ә] is as a rule written a in non-final position and in M and FG ah 
in final position although а (and @ after a preceding $) is also well 
attested. | 

6. The system of consonant phonemes in early 18th century 
Chuvash seems according to Müller's material to be almost identical 
with the one found in modern Chuvash. The spelling which in most 
cases is very consistent, contains, however, some interesting phonetic 
observations. 

Plosives: In non-initial position plosives are written p/b, tjd, klg. 
The distribution of voiced and voiceless spelling usually corresponds 
to the distribution of voiceless (and intervocalic geminated) and 
voiced plosives in modern Chuvash, cf. Hovdhaugen 1973, p. 166-67. 
In a few cases we find unvoiced plosives where modern Chuvash has 
voiced ones or voiced plosives in word final position, but these cases 
can easily be explained as dialectal forms or as sandhi variants. 

In initial position /k/ is always written k and /t/ is written ! 
except twice when we find the spelling with d which probably 
indicates sandhi variants or misspelling. /p/ on the other hand is 
written both p and 6 and in a few cases both spellings occur where 
according to Müller's own statement (Müller 1759, p. 331) the forms 
with b are Virjal while those with p are Anatri. Examples: 

püllüt “cloud” (M р. 382), Chuvash pélét 

родат “chair” (М p. 392), Chuvash pukan, рокат, 

büchür “copper” (М р. 386), Chuvash päxär 

boSchmak “shoe” (M p. 392), Chuvash pusmak 

bitSché, pitSche “older brother" (М p. 388), Chuvash pičče 

bos, poSS “head” (M р. 388), Chuvash pus, pos 

Accordingly the devoicing of initial b seems not to have been 
completed in all Chuvash dialects as late as the first half of the 18th 
century. This is not surprising since the initial voiced labial plosive 
not only was retained in Volga Bolgar where it consistently is written 
with Ва, but it is also found in many Chuvash loan words in Permic, 
cf. Wichmann 1903, pp. 44—52. 

Before front vowels /t/ is twice written k im Anatri forms. This 
must be interpreted as an attempt to represent a strongly palatalized 
i, cf. Hovdhaugen 1973, p. 166. Examples: 
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tinnes, kines “sea” (M p. 384), Chuvash tinës 

timer, kímer “iron” (M p. 386), Chuvash timër 

The affricate /¢/ is consistently written isch. In the following 
example there may be some evidence for a palatalized phoneme H: 

potjak “lamb” (М p. 394), Chuvash putek, pütek, polak, putak 

Nasals, liquides and glides: /m, п, г, 1/ are written m, n, г and 1. 
[v] is written w except once where M and FG have f, but FL has w. 
/j/ is usually written ¿ (FL y), but intervocalically sometimes 7. 

In a few cases we find some evidence for the existence of the 
palatalized phonemes /й, f, 1/. Examples: 

bornjà “finger” (M. p. 390), Chuvash purne, porne, pürne, porfa 

irjà “stallion” (M р. 349), Chuvash djdr, äjra, irda 

ljäpljä “as”, (M p. 412), Chuvash leple, jeple 

Fricatives: /x/ is usually written ch, but in a few cases we find g. 
The last spelling probably indicates a voiced allophone y. Examples: 

gir "desert" (М p. 384), Chuvash wir 

golah “оњу” (M p. 392), Chuvash xula, zola 

gjerech “40° (M p. 406), Chuvash xéréa 

[8] is always written sch. 

The two phonemes which Miller had the greatest difficulties in 
distinguishing, were /s/ and /šl. /s/ is written s or ss while RI is 
written s, ss, sj, ssj and even sch and za few times. It seems impossible 
to give any rules for the distribution of the different spellings. 


7. Accent is not indicated in FL, but it is given for most words 
in M and even more frequently in FG. In most cases the accentuation 
is identical with the stress assignment in modern Chuvash and the 
few deviations or inconsistencies between M and FG can be explained 
as misspellings or dialectal forms (some Anatri dialects have stress ` 
on the last syllable in all cases). The diachronic implications drawn 
by Nauta 1972, р. 6from the stress assignment in FG must accordingly 
be treated with some caution. 


8. The main importance of this material lies in the field of phonol- 
ogy. The morphological and syntactic informations found are 
meager and must be treated with great caution. The translation of 
The Lord’s Prayer (M pp. 411-412) is very fragmentary and hardly 
idiomatic. 

Most of the items in the vocabulary can easily be identified with 
words in modern Chuvash. In two cases the meanings of semantically 
related words are confused: 
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а. jummik “older sister" and agai “younger sister" (М p. 388) = 
Chuvash jamdk "younger sister" and aka7 “older sister" 

b. chürem “breast” and tSchiri “stomach” (M p. 390) = Chuvash 
xiram "stomach" and 667% “its heart" 

Finally the following three forms are of some interest from a 

diachronie point of view: 

a. són-kun “Wednesday” (M p. 384), Chuvash junkun. The 
meaning is originally "blood-day" and words with the same 
meaning denote Wednesday in many Fenno-Ugrie and Turkic 
languages of this area, cf. Munkácsi 1926, p. 44. Chuvash jun 
is a regular development of Proto-Turkic *kän and it seems 
that secondary j- < *xia- < *ka- in а few cases became s- in 
Chuvash just like Proto-Turkic *7-, cf. sunat “wing”, Proto- 
Turkic *känat. 

b. anàch "cheek" (M p. 390), Chuvash лапах. The modern Chuvash 
form must be a recent borrowing from Tatar jayak, but the 
form found in М must be interpreted as anax or anak and 
represents the expected Chuvash development of Proto-Turkic 
*andk “ehin.” 

c. For “sturgeon” (M p. 396) and FG give the form osótr, Chuvash 
osjolr < Russian osjotr. But in FL (p. 240) we find the form 
bekr'a which must be interpreted as *pékre and probably is a 
borrowing from Bashkir bikre id., cf. also Turkmen bekre, and 
Sergeev 1970, p. 235. 
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ON SOME LEXICAL AND MORPHOLOGICAL 
PARTICULARITIES 
OF LITERARY KAZAKH, KIRGHIZ, AND UZBEK 


by 
ILSE LAUDE-CIRTAUTAS 
Seattle 


Although Kazakh, Kirghiz, and Uzbek are closely related Turkic lan- 
guages spoken within a compact area, phonological, grammatical, and 
lexical differences do exist.1 Kazakh and Kirghiz, when compared 


1 The terms Kazakh, Kirghiz, and Uzbek refer here only to the present 
literary languages. Dialect forms will be indicated as such. No distinction has 
‚ been made between dialects and subdialects. — Essentially the same trans- 
literation system is used as in Slavic linguistics, see chart given in an article 
of mine in CAJ, XVIII: 1, p. 9. 


Abbreviations: 

QTTDM =I. Kenesbaev, ed., Qazaq Tili Танай men Dialektologijasinin 
Möseleleri (Almati) 

QTZIe = I. Kenesbaev, ed., Qazaq Tilindegi Zergilikti Ierek&elikter 
(Almati, 1973) 

QTT'S = I. Kenesbaev, ed., Qazaq Tilinin Tüsindirme Sözdigi 1—11 
(Almati 1959; 1961) 

QTTZ = А. QurisZanov, ed., Qazaq Tilinin Татай turali Zerteuler 
(Almati, 1965) | 

QTDS = Г. Musabaev, ed., Qazaq Tilinin Dialektologijalig Sézdigi 
(Almati 1969) 

ur TTS = E. Abduldaev, D. Isaev, eds., Qiryiz Tilinin Tüsündürmö 
Süzdügi (Frunze, 1969) 

ÜDM = V. V. Resetov, ed., Uzbek Dialektologijasidan Materiallar 
I—II (ToSkent, 1957; 1961) 

ÜXSL = §. Š. Soabdurahmonov, ed., Uzbek Xalq Sevalari Luyati 
(Toskent, 1971) 

USL = F. Abdullaev, A. Isaev, eds., Uzbek Sevalari Leksikasi (T'oš- 
kent, 1966) 

UTA = Uzbek Tili va Adabijoti (To&kent) 

URS = Uzbeksko- Russkij Slovar’ (Moskva, 1959) 

IA: TM = Ilmij Asarlar: Tiléunoslik Masalalari (ToSkent) 

Bakinova = G. Bakinova, Qiryiz Tilinin Oš Govorloru (Frunze, 1956) 

Räsänen = M. Räsänen, Versuch eines Etymologischen Wörterbuchs der 


Türksprachen (Helsinki, 1969) 
Menges = K. H. Menges, Das Cayatajische in der persischen Darstellung 
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with each other, vary mainly in phonology; compared with Uzbek, 
however, the two show a wider range of divergences.? 

The following study has a practical purpose. When traveling 
from Kazakhstan to Kirghizistan and Uzbekistan and trying to 
make oneself understood in the idiom of each area, one encounters 
some difficulty in keeping the various, sometimes minor but still 
significant dissimilarities, “localized,” i.e., using them within the ap- 
propriate linguistic area.” Therefore, those lexical and grammatical 
| eon Mirza Mahdi Хап. Akad. Wiss. Lit. Mainz, Abh. Geistes- 


u. Sozialwiss. Kl., Jahrgang 1956, Nr. 9 
Fundamenta = Philologiae Turcicae Fundamenta I (Wiesbaden, 1959) 


Kaz. = Kazakh Turk. = Turkish 

Kir. = Kirghiz Az. = Azerbaijani RS 
Uzb. = Uzbek OT. = Old Turkic A m 
Trkm. — Turkmen Chag. — Chagatay "S 


Karak. — Karakalpak 

з [t should be noted that this has not always been so. During the second 
half of the last century, when literary Kazakh first came into existence, it 
had been greatly influenced by Chagatay (the literary language preceding 
Uzbek) and Tatar. Oral instruction in schools was in Tatar, the idiom of the 
teachers sent from Kazan. (An interesting description of his Tatar teacher 
and school instruction is given by the Kazakh writer S. Müqanov in his 
memoirs: Агарй Zolda. BirinSi kitap [Almati, 1970], pp. 53-73.) School and 
other books were first written in Chagatay. Later, books and newspapers 
began to appear in a Kazakh that was a mixture of Chagatay, Tatar and 
Kazakh elements. For detailed studies on this language called. kitabi til, see 
B. Ábilqasimov, Alyasgi Qazaq Gazetterinin Tili (Almati, 1971); Z. Dosqaraev 
and Š. Saribaev, “Oktjabr’ revoljutsijasinan bürin basilip šiqqan kejbir 
nusqalardin Zajinda," QT TDM, 1960: 3, pp. 244-252; R. Sizdigova, “ХІХ 
yasirdin sonyi Siregindegi Qazaq üdebi til," QTTDM, 1963: 5, pp. 19-35. 
It was through the efforts of writers like Ibraj Altinsarin (1841-1889) and 
Abaj Qünanbajüli (1845-1904), who insisted on & written Kazakh based on 
the spoken language and free of non-Kazakh elements, that a new literary 
Kazakh began to develop. An important role in this process, completed about 
1920 (see N. Т. Sauranbaev, “Qazaqtin àdebi tilinin tarixin zertteu turali,” 
QT'T'DM, 1960: 3, pp. 20), was also played bythe few newspapers of that time, 
especially the Dala Ualajatinin Gazeti (Russian title: Kirgizskaja stepnaja 
Gazeta). Appearing from 1888-1902, it discussed questions of the language. 
In one of its numbers of 1889 a certain B. Adiqov wrote: ... gazet béten 
caliqtar üsin emes, qazagtar isin ур turadi sondigtan tili de taza qazagša, bolu 
kerek (В. Sidiqova, op. cit., p. 28)" ... the newspaper does not appear for 
other people, but for the Kazakhs, therefore its language also must be pure 
Kazakh.” Kazakh writers and intellectuals no doubt influenced the develop- 
ment of modern literary Kirghiz, which formed later in the 1920's. It, too, 
was founded on the spoken language and the traditions of the oral literature. 
Coneerning the especially close relationship between Kazakh and Kirghiz 
writers then and now, see, Q. Qudajbergenov, in: Ala Тоо, 1974: 4, p. 148. 
Also: Menges, pp. 644—645. 

* Modern means of traveling have shortened the distances in these areas. 
Alma-Ata (Almati), the capital of the Kazakh SSR, is only half an hour’s 
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differences that a traveling linguist will most likely immediately ob- 
serve, will be discussed here. Some of these are believed as being so 
characteristic of the speech of a Kazakh, a Kirghiz, or an Uzbek, 
that on stage and elsewhere they are used in good-natured attempts 
of imitating each other’s speech habits. On a more serious basis 
these (and other) distinctive features have been examined by many 
distinguished native scholars.* 


A. Lexical Differences 


One cannot help but notice a profound difference in the way the 
common question about one’s name is phrased. In Tashkent one will 


LI 


be asked: otingiz nima “what is your name?” In Alma-Ata and 
Frunze the question is antiniz kim “who is your name ?’’5 

The different rendering of the word “very” leads us to another im- 
portant distinction. The wide usage of zuda ( < Pers.) in Uzbek has 
almost become the identification mark for an Uzbek speaker. An 
everyday phrase like “very good” or “very well” will be commonly 


flight away from Frunze, the capital of the Kirghiz SSR. Tashkent can be 
reached from Alma-Ata in about two hours, from Frunze in about half that 
time, 

* It refers here to studies on Kazakh, Kirghiz and Uzbek dialects showing 
mutual influences, as e.g., Z. Dosqaraev, “Qazaq tilinin qdrama govori turali, 
ОТТУ, pp. 123-141; Z. Dosqaraev, Qazaq Tilin in Zergilikn Zerekselikteri. 
Leksika. II. Bölim (Almati, 1955); S. Omarbekov and N. Dzunusov, “Uz- 
bekskie elementy v jazyke kazaxov TeSkentskoj oblasti,” QTZIe, рр. 47- 
57. O. Nagisbekov, “би govorinin leksikaliq iereksëlikteri,” QTTDM, 1960: 
3, pp. 125-160; G. Bakinova, Qiryiz Tilinin Oš Govorloru (Frunze, 1956); N. 
Bejfekeev, “М. Abdukarimovdun ‘Zasayim kelet’ romanin tilindegi dialek- 
tizmder,” in: A. Tursunov, ed., Qiryiz Tilinin Grammatikasinin Zana Leksi- 
‘kasinin Oterkteri (Frunze, 1965), pp. 52-71; I. Farmonov, “Üš Éevasining 
fonetik va leksik xususijatlari," ODM 11, pp. 402-430; T. Z. Mirsoatov, 
“Uzbek tilining qirq Sevasi,” UDM I, рр. 229-261. These and similar stu- 
dies are very useful in understanding what is locally considered as typical 
Kazakh, Kirghiz, or Uzbek. 

5 In the same way the question will be phrased in Ojrot and Tobol (see 
Radloff WB I, p. 440) and in Tatar, see N. Poppe, Tatar Manual. Indiana 
University Publications. Uralic and Altaic Series. Vol. 25, pp. 141, 216. 
Mongols, too, use “who” instead of “what.” See also Laude-Cirtautas, 
“Blessings and Curses in Kazakh and Kirghiz,” CAJ, XVIII: 1 (1974), p. 21, 
footnote 130. 

8 Тһе author had the opportunity in 1973 to see Muxtar Auezov’s play 
Ajman-Solpan performed on stage in Almati. One of the characters of this 
play is an Uzbek. The Kazakh actor portraying him was enthusiastically 
applauded by the Kazakh audience whenever he spoke “his” intentionally 
overemphasized Zuda. 
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expressed in Uzbek with Zuda јак, whereas a Kazakh will usually 
say öte (< öt- “to pass by, to pass over") or asa (< as- < ağ- “to 
cross over, to exceed") Zaqsi." A Kirghiz prefers to use abdan (< 
Pers.) Zagš;.s In Kazakh and Kirghiz Zuda is not used at all.® The 
acceptance of this word into the speech of those Kazakhs and Kirghiz 
living close to or within the territory of Uzbekistan demonstrates an 
Uzbek influence.’ | 


^ M. Balagaev, et al. Qazaq Tilinin Grammatikas? I: Morfologija (Almati, 
1967), p. 89 list the following additional, however less typical expressions for 
“very”: en, tóm (< tin Ojrot, etc. “schwer, fest, stark, sehr," see Räsänen, 
р. 478), йр (< tip Chag. “ganz gerade”: ibd., р. 480). Some Kazakh dialects 
use quite distinct expressions, e.g., géin (gijin) “difficult,” but also 'power- 
ful, strong" > “very” (Z. Bolatov, “Semej oblisi Kökpekti, Aqsuat audan- 
darinda türatin qazaqtardin tilmdegi kejbir dialektilik Ierekselikter turali," 
QTTDHM, 1960: 3, pp. 100, 103). For similar semantic developments, cf. 
qatti “hard, strong, cruel” > “very” (mostly used m colloquial Kazakh), as 
e.g., Ча quandim “I am (= was) very happy." Formerly бей “very” (< 
bark Vig. etc. “strong, tight," see Räsänen, р. 71) was used extensively in 
oral literature and by the early writers such as Abaj Qünanbajüli (Radloff, 
Proben ... Vol. ІП, pp. 166, 145; А. Isqaqov, Аба] Tili 662498 (Almati, 
1968), p. 123). Another interesting word is öl-gense lit.: “before, until one 
dies" > “very” (Z. Dosqaraev, 'Ulitau, Zezqazyan ekspeditsija otrjadinin 
Zümisi turali," QT'T'DM,1960: 3,p. 165). In literary Kazakh the form öl-er-+ dej 
lit.: like dying > “very” appears; see QT'T'S II, p. 194. Cf. also S. Müqanov, 
ор. cit., p. 57 ol... üš-aq kisiden ölerdej qorqadi “he was very much (deadly) 
afraid of these three people." Kirghiz uses in the same meaning öl-ör-+ 6, 
e.g., ооба, 010705 süjgón zapadan Zalyiz adamim bolyon (Ala-Too, 1974: 8, 
p. 02) "Yes, he was the only man I loved so much." More examples are 
given in QirT TS, p. 481. Colloquial Uzbek makes use of ül-ar+dek (= 
01-е 4-dej ), vil-gun-+-dek, dil-adagan, dil-ar lajin: ülardek jer бор “the earth 
trembled severely" ; ülgundek tartadi “he was deadly tired" (see M. Sodiqova, 
“Uzbek tilida kučajtiruv vositalari,” ОТА, 1974: l, р. 39). Many more 
expressions for “very” could be listed here. Being of ап emphatic-emotional 
nature, such words easily become fashionable and accepted in limited areas. 
They can serve, therefore, as words of criteria for & possible linguistie geo- 
graphy of Turkic dialects and languages. One is reminded of the typical 
Turkish 604 > Az. tox “very,” which does not seem to extend beyond these 
two speech areas. 

з Бо inquired in Frunze. The Kazakh öte > ötö can also be found in literary 
texts. More frequently is to be heard and read ajabaj, e.g., ajabaj turmus 
(Ala-Too, 1974: 10, p. 3) “harsh life,” ajabaj qubandim “І am very pleased," 
ajabaj tan qaldi (Ala-Too, 1974: 2, p. 61) “he was extremely surprised.” The 
usage of abdan is, however, favored, particularly im connection with the word 
® The word had been used for a short time during the earliest stages of 
literary Kazakh, see E. Zanpejisov, Qazaq Prozasinin Tili (Almati, 1968), 
p. 120. 

№ See, e.g, Z. Dosqaraev, "Aris govorinin leksikaliq jerekSelikteri,” 
QT'TDM, 1960: 3, p. 52; A. Maxmütov, “Qazaq tilindegi könergen sózderdin 
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The interrogative pronoun “what,” Kaz. ne, Kir. етте, Uzb. 
nima, functions as another mark of identification. 

Signifieant differences exist in the application of kinship terms 
and other forms of address,!? e.g., Kaz. garindas, Kir. garindas 
implied originally “brother, sister; close relative "713 Now, however, 
the word is used only in the meaning of “younger sister of a brother," 
and it is employed by Kazakh and Kirghiz men to respectfully ad- 
dress a young woman. The younger sister of a sister is in Kazakh 
sin, in Kirghiz sindz, and the word is used by woman to address а 
younger member of their sex. No such distinction is made in Uzbek. 
Here garindo3 means only “relative,” and singli is both “the younger 
sister of a brother or a sister." Correspondingly the word is employed 
by both men and women as a term of address. 

The younger brother of a sister or a brother is in Kazakh and 


Базда leksikaliq toptarmen qarim-qatinasi," QT T'DM, 1963: 5, р. 137; QT DS, 
р. 130; Bakinova, p. 66. 

11 The last two words are contracted from ne and the old Turkic particle 
jim ~ 4mà ~ má, forming an emphatic “and what, what then”; see also К. 
Menges, in: Fundamenta I, p. 471. In literary Uzbek nima, obviously a 
dialect word from the Oghuz-Uzbek dialect group (Turkmen has ndme), 
made its appearance not too long ago. Chagatay used ne. In the Uzbek literary 
language, which prevailed until 1940 and was based on the dialect of the city 
of Türkistan (located in southern Kazakhstan), ne was employed side by 
side with nzmä ~ nima, which since then has displaced ne almost completely 
from the present literary language; seo Е. Kamol, ed., Hozirgi Zamon Uzbek Tili 
(ToSkent, 1957), p. 374. Only in dialects such as the dialect of AndiZon (8. 
Ibrohimov, Uzbek Tilining Andizon Sevasi [ToSkent, 1967], p. 167) does ne 
still appear. Literary Kirghiz makes no use of ne and nima is unknown. The 
latter shows up, however, in the Kirghiz dialects of Osh, where it is recognized 
as Uzbekism, see Bakinova, p. 66. 

1? In the Central Asian Turkic area kinship terms show a great variety in 
form and meaning. Each language and dialect maintains its distinct terms, 
which could not be discussed here. For work done on this topic by many 
native scholars, see, e.g., A. ISaev, “Uzbek Sevalaridagi дата Чо НЕ termin- 
lari,” UXSL, pp. 220-385; Е. Abdullaev, “Xorazm Sevalari leksikasi,” USL, 
pp. 25-28; X. A. Aryinbaev, Qazag Xalgindayt Sem’ja Men Neke (Almati, 
1973), pp. 47—60. 

13 Solely m the meaning of “close relative," the word was used by Abaj 
Qünanbajül (1835-1904); see А. Isqaqov, Abaj Tili Sözdigi, p. 381. It seems 
that it is still known only in this sense in the district of Semej, where A. 
Qünanbajüli lived. Thus, M. Auezov, who came from the same area, and 
Qünanbajüli's biographer makes the same usage of this word; see й. Bolavov, 
“М. Auezovtin ‘Abaj Жо? romaninda хайд tilin pajdalanui"QT'TZ, p.235. 
14 See ОТТ II, p. 44; QirT TS, p. 292. Also: I. Laude-Cirtautas, “Ех. 
pressions of Endearment and Respect in Kazakh," Karl Menges — Festschrift 
(forthcoming). 
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Kirghiz int, a word that also appears in literary Uzbek,!5 where, 
however, the more common expression is uka. Kazakh and Kirghiz 
do not use this word .26 

When addressing non-related persons, Kazakhs and Kirghiz add 
to kinship terms denoting older members of a family the interjection 
aj as a sign of respect. For example, apa “older sister, mother" > 
ара] "dear lady" ; ауа “older brother" > ayaj “dear sir."*? Although 
Uzbeks adher to the same custom of addressing non-related persons 
with kinship terms, forms like apa, ete., do not exist.!? 

Another characteristic feature for which Uzbek has no equivalent 
is the attachment of Kaz. dke, Kir. eke “father” to shortened 
forms of personal names (both male and female) in order to express 
affection, e.g., Kaz. Ismet > Iseke, Žumaš > Zumake. The word is also 
affixed to other appellativa: Kaz. apa > apa йке > apeke > йрке; 
Kir. eže > ezeke “dear older sister, dear mother.’’!? 

It is further characteristic of the Kazakhs and Kirghiz that they, 
especially'the elders employ many distinct terms of endearment, e.e., 
galga+m lit.: my shield, bota--m ~ boto-+m lit.: my little camel; 
gilin+im ~ qulun-+um lit.: my little foal.” The wide usage of these 
and similar terms in the spoken language is reflected in literary works 
as well.?! They rarely appear, however, іп Uzbek literature.?? 


15 In literary works it is mostly used in direct discourses, probably chosen 
to reflect the speaker’s dialectal background. The word is attested in Oghuz 
and Kipchak Uzbek dialects; see USL, p. 27. 

18 See table in Z. Dosqaraev, “Qazaq tilinin qürama govori turali,” p. 133. 
As a dialect word it is listed in Qr TTS, p. 644. 

!' More examples are given in I. Laude-Cirtautas, op. cit. 

18 Here again it is possible that Kipchak Uzbek dialects, being very close 
to Kazakh and Kirghiz, might have such forms. An indication of it is given 
in A. Isaev, op. cit., pp. 323, 326. 

1? For further discussion on ke ~ ke, see Laude-Cirtautas, op. cit. 

2 Generally understood as a newborn foal up to the age of six months or 
one year; see M. Orazov, “Ot va uning joßiga oid atamalar," UTA, 1970: 6, 
pp. 69, 70. 

21 Т, Laude-Cirtautas, ор. cit. 

22 This is surprising, because it is hard to conclude that terms of endear- 
ment are not used in spoken Uzbek. On the contrary, in the Kipchak dialect 
of the Qirq Uzbeks the same variety of expressions are employed (T. Z. 
Mirsoatov, “Uzbek tilining qirq Sevasi,” pp. 230, 231, 257). The Qirq Uz- 
beks more than. other Kipchak Uzbeks occupy a special place in Uzbek oral 
literature; they are the folk poet-singers of the Uzbeks. From no other area 
of Uzbekistan (the Qirq Uzbeks live mainly in the district of Bulunyur, 
oblast Samarkand) have so many well-known epie singers come, among them 
Fozil Juldos чүп (1873-1953). In their epic songs and tales — like in those of 
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Other differences can be found in the way greetings are exchanged. 
As among other peoples, here, too, greetings have become localized.?? 
In Uzbek, as in Turkmen, salom, the shortened form of assalomu 
alajkum (vaalajkum assalom ) “peace be upon you (too)," has become 
the standard phrase. Only the older generation prefers to use the 
unabridged form; the young, out of respect, greet the elders in the 
same way.?* A Kazakh or a Kirghiz usually greets one with an in- 
quiry: Kaz. amansiz ba? Kir. amansizbi? amanbi??® Also to be 
heard are Kaz. salamatsiz ba, sälemetsiz be® Kir. salamatsizbi ??* 


the Kazakhs and Kirghiz — many terms of endearment appear; see, e.g., 
Ravšan, sung by Ergaš Zumanbulbul йүн (1870-1938), father of Fozil Juldoš 
üyli, in: Uzbek Xalq Dostonlari, Vol. II (Toškent, 1958), рр. 329-335. How- 
ever, the style of the epic singers, always more appreciated among the Kipchak 
Uzbeks than outside of this group, has not influenced the Uzbek literature 
with its old tradition of writing to the same extent as Kazakh and Kirghiz 
written literature, which developed about fifty to sixty years ago from the 
epic song. 

»3 Of. e.g., North German “Guten Tag" with the South German “Ста 
Gott P’ 

?4 This is particularly noticeable in Bukhara, where young people always 
greet elders with assalomu alajkum, and folding in the traditional way their 
hands over the chest and bowing respectfully. Numerous examples in Uzbek 
literature give evidence that the same practice also exists in other places; 
e.g. Sarq Julduzi, 1966: 12, р. 73; Nosir Fozilov, Küklam Qissalari (Toskent, 
1970), pp. 10, 13. It seems that Turkmen young people also use salavmalej- 
kim rather than salam when greeting elders; see Sovet Edebijati; 1974: 7, 
pp. 88, 94. 

25 More about the Kazakh and Kirghiz way of greeting is to be found in I. 
Laude-Cirtautas, “Blessings and Curses in Kazakh and Kirghiz,” CAJ, 
ХУШ: 1, pp. 10-11. 

2° According to Dr. Kenesbaj Musaev (Moscow), the palatalized form sdle- 
metsiz be, regarded as more refined, is used by woman. Men will say to each 
other salamatsiz ba, but will change to sülemetsiz be when greeting a woman. 
Literary sources seem to confirm this (Züldiz, 1974: 7, pp. 95, 108). This is an 
interesting parallel to an observation made in France, where about 1700 
women were inclined to pronounce e instead of a; see O. Jespersen, Language. 
Its Nature, Development and Origin (New York, 1964), p. 244. 

17 In Kazakh, and probably also in Kirghiz dialects many variations of these 
standard greeting formulas can be heard. In one area one greets with aman 
tügelsiz, aman sausiz ba? lit.: are you well and wholesome, are you healthy ? 
(Z. Bolatov, “Semej oblisi Kékpekti, Aqsuat audandarinda ...," p. 103.) 
In other localities (Š. Saribaev, “KékSetau oblisi Stéutinsk, Tenbekšilder 
audandarinda türatin qazaqtardin tilindegi kejbir leksikaliq ierekSelikter,” 
QTTDM, 1960: 3, p. 69) the form is denin sau ma ? lit.: is your body healthy ? 
According to Š. Saribaev, one also greets with the same expression in West 
Kazakhstan, but should avoid its usage in the southeastern parts of the 
country, where it would be misunderstood as tesin düris pa? “are you out 
of your mind ?” In another (non-identified) area the greeting formula is boj 
galaj ? (Zildtz, 1974: 10, р. 119) lit.: how is your body ? 
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“are you well?” Upon departing, the characteristic phrase used in 
Uzbek, comparable to English “good-bye,” is xajr?8 < хат büling 
(qoling) “be well (stay well)"; in Kazakh and Kirghiz gos (qos) 
aman boliniz (bolunuz), or shortened gos (gos) 14.2? “То say good- 
bye" is, therefore, rendered іп Uzb. with xajr+-la-8-, in Kaz. Kir. 
with gos--ia-s-, go§-+-to-8-. Similarly, “to greet each other," is in 
Uzbak salom-t-la-s-, in Kaz. Kir. aman-|-da-s-, aman--da-&-. 
Expressions that reflect the more recent nomadic past of the 
Kazakhs and Kirghiz in contrast to the long-established sedentary 
living conditions of the Uzbeks are also distinctive. Words and 
phrases concerned with agriculture, cattle breeding, housing, and 
food will be of necessity different. For example, Uzbeks render “to 
plough” with gis hajda- < qüš hükiz hajda- lit.: to drive а pair of 
oxen. The Kazakhs, as nomads, looked at the process of ploughing 
more in terms of its effect on the earth itself: žer Zirt- “to tear the 
earth into pieces," or žer audar- ‘Фо turn the earth over." Only in 
those dialects influenced by Uzbek have these typical Kazakh 
expressions been replaced by gos ajda-.?! A curious mixture between 
a Kazakh and an Uzbek rendering is (Uzb.) jer(ni) hajda- lit.: to 
drive the earth.?? The same expression occurs also in Kirghiz: Zer 


8 жауу (< Arab.) "good, well” > Лау in Turkish, has acquired here the 
meaning of “по.” The word probably was once part of a polite negation. 
See Räsänen, p. 152. 

2 Whereas other Turkic languages have maintained a differentiation be- 
tween a form to be used by the one who departs and the one who stays 
behind, Uzbek, together with Kazakh and Kirghiz, no longer make such a 
distinction. Cf., however, Turkmen say aman (saysalamat) galiniz ‘stay well!” 
to which the response is given say salamat barin “ро on well!” (Sovet Eedbijati, 
1974: 5, pp. 98, 97). The corresponding forms in Crimean Tatar are sayliqpen 
galiniz and sayliqpen bariniz “remain (proceed) in health!” (Г. Murat, 
Virilyan Qade. P’esalar (ToSkent, 1973), pp. 43, 46, 91). Cf. also Turkish 
Allaha ısmarladık “we (T) entrust you to God!” to which those staying behind 
answer: güle güle (< güle güle varınız) “ро on smilingly!” 

зз For the same as well as other reasons, the various dialects also display 
a great diversity in these semantic categories to which terms for clothing, 
utensils, phenomina of nature, customs, and practices could be added. Lexical 
studies of Uzbek, Kazakh, and Kirghiz dialects all emphasize the importance 
of a scrutiny of such terms; see, e.g., Z. Dosgaraev, ini ОТ TZ, p. 131; 7. 
Bolatov, ibd., pp. 225-236; Š. Soabdurahmonov, in: USL, p. 5; Е. Abdullaev, 
ibd., p. 23. 

31 See, e.g., TDS, p. 208; 7. Dosgaraev, Qazaq Tilinin Zergilikti Ierek- 
selikiert (Almati, 1955), p. 142. 

з: See Abdulla Qahhor, Tanlangan Asarlar. YI Tom (To&kent, 1957), p. 35. 
Also; U RS, p. 139. 
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ajda-,?* and it is to be found, too, in texts of Kazakh oral literature.*4 

The word for “cow” is in Kaz. sijir (Irkm. siyir), Uzb. sigir, but 
Kir. has 4135 < Old Turkic ud. The indk ~ ingäk of older Central 
Asian Turkic texts," surviving m Turkish, now appears only in 
Uzbek dialects of the Samarkand-Bukhara region.?? No listing of it 
could be found in Kazakh or Kirghiz. 

A house made of (mud) brick is in Kaz., Kir. ют? or tam üj, 
whereas a nomad’s tent (yurt) is in Kaz. üj or kijiz dj, in Kir. boz 


w 


зз See Tügölbaj Sidiqbekov, Too Arasinda (Frunze, 1974), p. 752. Also 
QirT' TS, p. 26, where an interesting semantic development is given: žer 
ajda- “о plough” > ajda- “to sow, to plant," e.g., egin ajda- “to sow grain," 
pijaz ajda- “Чо plant onions." Kazakhs, living in communities located half- 
way between Frunze and Almati, also use the expression egin ajda-, see Z. 
Bolatov, “Uzin Aya$ ekspeditsijasinin materialdarinan," Voprosy Istorii 4 
Dialektologi Kazaxskogo Jazyka (Almati, 1958), p. 174. 

34 Qazaq Jertegiler?. ekinši Tom (Almati, 1962), p. 335. 

35 Kirghiz dialects influenced by Uzbek or Kazakh have replaced wj with 
sigir ~ sijir; see, e.g., Bakinova, op. cit., p. 93. 

3$ About ud < uj, its occurances, and various synonyms, see D. Sinor, 
“Some Altaic Names for Bovines,” Acta Orient. Hung., XV: 1-3, pp. 319-322. 
?7 E. Fazilov, Starouzbekskij Jazyk. Xorezmijskie Pamjatniki XIV Veka. 
Tom I (ToSkent, 1966), p. 419. 

з See ÜXSL, р. 116. 

33 "The word, originally meaning “wall” (OT; Mahmüd al-KaSyari) and "roof" 
(Codex Cumanicus) has been the subject of many discussions; see A. Nurma- 
yambetov, “Qazaq govorlarindayi kejbir leksikaliq ierekSelikterdin pajda 
bolu Zoli men etimologijasi, Ө TZIe, pp. 76-77. In Turkish tam > dam means 
"roof, wall (= sheltered place for cattle); shed" (Türkge Sözlük [Istanbul, 
1945], p. 136). In Turkmen the word once known as “wall” (Räsänen, p. 
459) now is used as “house; room" (Turkmensko-Russkij Slovar’ [Moskva, 
1968], p. 616). In Southwest and West Kazakhstan tam means ‘‘tomb, burial 
ground” (Q TDS, p. 316). As “brick house" < “mud hut, winter shelter," 
the word is employed in the dialects of Southeast and East Kazakhstan 
(QT'DS, p. 315), from where it made its appearance in literary Kazakh. How- 
ever, this seemed to have happened after 1917; see A. Isqagov, et al., Qazaq 
Tilinin Qisgasa Etimologijaliq Sézdigi (Almati, 1966), p. 204 with reference 
to Z. Dosqaraev, “Qazaq tilindegi üj, tam degen sözder turali,” QazSSR TA 
Xabarlari, Filol. Serijas?, 1959: 1-2, рр. 143-146. 

40 Instead of kijiz 4j lit.: felt yurt, other expressions are being used in 
Kazakh dialects: gazaq Ai (O. Nagisbekov, “За govorinin kejbir leksikaliq 
jerekSelikteri, QTTDM, 1960: 3, pp. 130, 131), ауа$ üg, terme itj, дата u (A. 
Nirmayambetov, op. cit., pp. 58-60, where the origin of these terms is also 
explained); QT'DS, pp. 13, 194, 329. In addition to these general terms 
meaning “yurt of any kind," there are many expressions denoting the size 
of a yurt, it purpose, structure etc.; see A. TäZimüratov, “Кия üj Zine onin 
Zihazdarina bajlanisti sözder,” Q7ZIe, pp. 173-192; also A. Röna-Tas, 
“Notes on the Kazak Yurt of West Mongolia,” Acta Orient. Hung, XII (1961), 
pp. 79-102. 
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üj.* In Uzbek, where it is no longer necessary to distinguish be- 
tween these two types of dwellings, uj has become the general term 
for house or room, used for living даатфегв. A similar develop- 
ment is now taking place in Kaz. and Kir., where 4j will soon 
replace fam. 

Interesting is the rendering for the wall of a (brick) house or room: 
kerege (Kir. Kaz.) "lattice work of a yurt”? > Kir. “wall,”43 whereas 
Kazakh attaches this meaning to gabirya, a word essentially meaning 
"rib."** Uzbek employs duvar ( < Pers.).*5 

In terms for food one encounters the following differences: Kaz. 
Kir. maj, but Uzb. јоу “fat.” Uzbek, like English, distinguishes be- 
tween gist “meat” ( < Pers.) and et "flesh," while in Kaz. and Kir. 
el is both “meat and flesh." Uzbek uses asal ( < Pers.) for "honey," 


$1 Lit.: White (grey) yurt. This expression also occurs in Southeast Kazakh- 
stan (Kirghiz influence ?); see Q7'DS, p. 67. The Kirghiz dialects of Osh have 
дата üj and qiryiz И] instead of Бог üj: ай giryiz dj dejbiz, murun boz üj 
defü elek “now we say Kirghiz house, formerly we used to say boz ü” (Ba- 
kinova, pp. 90, 91). Both the term qazaq itj and qgiryiz üj seem to have origi- 
nated in areas where nomads and sedentary peoples were living close to each 
other. 

42 Only the Kipchak Uzbek dialects preserved a differentiation: gara üj 
“ (black) yurt”; tam or üj “ (permanent) brick house" (T.S.Mirsoatov, “Uzbek 
tiling qirq Sevasi,” pp. 255, 256). For this reason furta is translated in 
Russko-Uzbekskyj Slovar, (Moskva, 1956) with qara Au > qora uj, which, 
however, URS does not list. 

“з Kerege also occurs in Kazakh dialects influenced by Kirghiz, e.g., in the 
mixed dialect (gürama govort) spoken in the district of Zambil by a group 
of Kazakhs who say of themselves, šala gazaqpiz “те are (only) half Kazakhs" ; 
see Z. Dosqaraev, “Qazaq tilinin qürama govori turai,” QT'TZ, pp. 123, 
131. 

44 Cf. the expression (used among Kazakhs living in Turkmenistan) 
qabirya ayajin “distant relative" (lit.: rib relative), QT'DS, pp. 180. A close 
relative (brother, sister) is in Kazakh bauir (lit.: liver, heart). 

45 Under the influence of Uzbek the word has also found acceptance in 
Kazakh and Kirghiz dialects; see, e.g., QT'TZ, p. 131; dual; QTDS, p. 90; 
dijual, dival. In the Kirghiz dialects of Osh duval means not only “wall,” 
but also “house” (Bakinova, p. 90). 

є As can be expected, Kipchak Uzbek dialects employ maj. As a reflection 
of their own dialect background or that of their characters, Uzbek writers 
might use this word (maj > тој), as also other dialect forms, see, e.g., 
Ojbek, Asarlar. Jettinti Tom (Toskent, 1972), p. 300. On the same page one 
finds ёйрёай < čöpčäk (< Tashkent dialect) for literary ertak “story, tale.” 
On the basis of a writer’s esteem, dialect forms may eventually be incorporated 
into the standard literary language. In the above case U ES lists both words, 
pp. 265, 531. 
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wheras Kaz. and Kir. use bal.47 A characteristic Kazakh-Kirghiz 
expression is tamaq or as (aš) iš- (ič-)* lit.: to drink food, or “to 
eat meat with broth.” Food is understood by Kazakhs and Kirghiz 
as meat that is boiled and served with the valued broth, the way 
their national dish bes (bes) barmag (lit.: five fingers) is prepared. 
The Uzbeks’ idea of food (0$) is primarily rice (pilau) cooked with 
carrots, onions, raisons, and some meat. 

A large number of distinctive words and phrases belong to the 
category of taboo and euphemistic expressions, which by their very 
nature tend to become localized.*® For example, the polite rendering 
of “Те (she) died" is in Kaz. diinseden gajtis boldi, in Kir. düjnödön 
да] “he (she) turned away from this world." This expression is 
unknown in Uzbek, where the preferred way of saying this is vafot 
qildi (lar ). In Uzbek it is proper to use the word votin “woman,” but 
Kazakh and Kirghiz consider gatin a rude expression and replace 
it in cultured speech with djel, айай (< Arab.) 14.50 

Taboos might also have been responsible for the many differences 
in all Turkic languages regarding terms for parts of the human body. 
A few examples from our area: Kaz. Kir. mandaj (< Mong., see G. 
Doerfer, Fundamenta І, р. 889), Uzb. pesona ( < Pers.) "forehead." 9 
It is likely that these words are replacements for OT alin id., used 
in Khorazmian Turkic®? and in the Chagatay of Navš 1.53 There is no 
indication whether alin exists in the present Uzbek, Kazakh, or 
Kirghiz literary languages and dialects, but the word occurs in 
Turkmen, Azerbaijan, and Turkish. The word for “lip” is in Kaz. 


47 Asal > dsel appears in southern Kazakh and Kirghiz dialects; see QTDS, 
p. 46; N. Bejáekeev, pp. 55, 64 (see footnote 4 for full reference). 

48 Heard m Almati and Frunze. For literary sources, see e.g., Qazaq Iertegi- 
leri (Almati, 1962), pp. 357, 361. 

49 See I. Laude-Cirtautas, “Taboo and Euphemism in Kazakh, Kirghiz, 
and Uzbek,” Proceedings of the 17th Meeting of the Permanent International 
Altatstic Conference (held in Bonn, June 3-8, 1974), forthcoming. 

5 As an example, cf. the title of an Uzbek women’s journal, Üzbekiston 
Xotinlari (Women of Uzbekistan), with its counterparts in Almati and Frun- 
ze: Qazaqstan Äjelderi, Qiryizstan Ajaldari. 

51 In the dialects of Khiva, Urgench тоа], maylaj occurs; seo UXSL, 
p. 175; A. Sermatov, A. Išaev, “Uzbek Sevalari leksikasidan materiallar,” 
Пти Asarlar. 42, Tom, 3. kitob: Tilšunoslik masalalari (Toskent, 1964), 
р. 338. The word (manglaj) used by writers like Abdulla Qodirij (Ütgan Kun- 
lar, Toskent, 1958, p. 365) has been brought into the literary language as 
well. 

53. E. Fazilov, op. cit., р. 44. 

5з Navoij Asarlari Luyati (ToSkent, 1972), p. 482. 
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zerin, Kir. erdin, but Uzb. lab (< Ретв.).5* “Voice” is in Kaz. Kir. 
ün,55 Uzb. ovoz®® ( < Pers.), Trkm., Turk. ses.5? 

Regarding the number of Persian-Arabic words used in the three 
languages, Kazakh and Kirghiz employ far less than Uzbek,5® where 
the Persian influence is strong, even in the vocabulary of everyday 
speech. An example is katia (< Pers.) “great, tall, big." Like the 
above-mentioned zuda “very,” this word, too, possesses an unmis- 
takably issoglossic quality. It does not appear in Kazakh or 
Kirghiz and is recognized as a typical Uzbek word throughout the 
area.°® In most cases it is translated into Kazakh with ülkän and 
into Kirghiz with čoņ® (< Chin., see Räsänen, p. 116), e.g., Uzb. 
katta kiši; 18, Kaz. ülkan kisi; is, Kir. con kiši; 15 “a tall person; a 
big (= important) work." 

Another everyday word is Uzb. pul ( < Pers.) “money,” for which 
Kazakh and Kirghiz use a Turkic term а45а, agéa ( < aq '*white").9 


54 In the dialect of Urgench (Oghuz Uzbek dialect) “lip” is dodag (UXSL, 
р. 87); also in Trkm. Az. (> dodaz), Turk. (> dudaq). 
5 Kazakh also uses dauis (< МТ tavuš, Räsänen, р. 453) “voice” which 
seems to be preferred in certain instances over its synonym dmn; see, e.g. 
Muxtar Auezov, Abaj Zoli. Iekinši Kitap (Almati, 1961), p. 398. 
pe Uzbek dialects have also ün. URS lists it too, but ovoz 18 more commonly 
used. 
97 In Karakalpak, which shows many Turkmen (Oghuz) influences (K. Н. 
Menges, Qaraqalpaq Grammar [New York, 1947], p. 15) ses is known but 
restricted to the meaning "sound," whereas tin is “human voice” ; see Karakal- 
paksko-Russkij Slovar’ (Moskva, 1958), pp. 576, 693. 
ss See K. H. Menges, “Zum lexikalischen Bestand der aralokaspischen Spra- 
chen," Studia Altaica. N. Poppe Festschrift, Ural-Altaische Bibliothek V, 
р. 102. 
5 It exists only in those Kazakh and Kirghiz dialects that also in ег 
instances show an Uzbek influence; see, e.g., А. Qûrišžanov, “Qaraqalpaq 
ASSR-inda türatin qazaqtardin tilindegi kejbir ierekšelikter,” QTTDM, 
1963: 5, p. 166; QT'DS, pp. 143, 147 (district of Zambil); Bakinova, p. 101. 
60 (on > gon is also known in southeast Kazakhstan; see Z. Bolatov, in 
QTTZ, p. 217 with reference to M. Áuezov, who in his novel Abaj Zoli 
(op. cit., pp. 7—9) lets the hero Abaj explain the use and origin of the word in 
the context of an interesting episode. A group of singers engaged in an ajtis 
(song competition) wanted to disqualify one among them because he used 
in his lines Zon, a word that made no sense to them: bul gajdan alyan üjgasin, 
qazaq testumegen sdzdi qajdan süjrep Gkeldin “from where have you taken this 
expression, from where did you drag along this word which no Kazakh has 
(ever) heard ?” Only after Abaj’s assurance that the word is known to some 
Kazakhs and that some acclaimed singers have used it in their songs, is the 
argument settled. 
$1 Here again, Kazakh and Kirghiz dialects influenced by Uzbek will use 
instead pul; see Bakinova, p. 68; A. QüriiZanov, op. cit., p. 169; QTDS, р. 
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Most important, however, is that Persian and Arabic conjuntions, 
which have become so well established іп Uzbek that the language 
does not seem to function without them, have not found acceptance 
in Kazakh or Kirghiz.% In place of Uzbek va (< Arab.) "and," 
Kazakh and Kirghiz still use Turkic words, like Kaz. zdne, Kir. 
žana (< OT yana, yama), Kaz. men, ben, pen, Kir. menen (< OT 
birlän C with").9 Likewiese, instead of Uzbek ammo (< Arab.), 
lekin (< Arab.) “but, however," Turkic birag, birog is utilized.9* 
The conjunction and particle ham (< Pers.) “and, also, even,” so 
frequently employed in Uzbek does not appear in the other two 


273. In literary Kazakh pul > рй (QTTS II, p. 221) has acquired the 
meaning “property, goods (of a merchant)," understood in some dialects 
(QTDS, p. 273) as “fabric” (lit. Kazakh mata < Arab.). 

82 There had been attempts to introduce them (see footnote 2). Even Abaj 
Qünanbajüli “experimented” with some of them (ham, va, lekin), but since 
then they have completely gone out of the Kazakh language; see R. Sizdi- 
qova, “Abaj Siyarmalarindayi kejbir Éilaulardin qizmetteri," in!I. Kenesbaev, 
ed., Qazaq pen Ujyir Til Bilimi Mäseleleri (Almati, 1963), pp. 119-121; also, 
E. Zanpejisov, Qazaq Prozasinin Tili, рр. 108-111. It should be mentioned 
here that also many other words and expressions of Persian-Arabic origin, 
which were used by Abaj Qünanbajüli and his contemporaries, no longer 
exist in current Kazakh; see lists in A. Isqaqov, ed., Абај Tili Sözdigt, pp. 
130—734. In present Kirghiz the conjunctions in question are also nonexistent 
(Bakinova, p. 82); they are, however, evident in the Kirghiz dialects of Osh, 
seo 254. 

вз Regarding the use of these words: menen ~ men is originally a postposi- 
tion (“with”). As such Kaz. men is written together with the preceding noun, 
e.g. gürmetpen “with respect," Kir. &yarmalari menen taanisa alasizdar 
“you will get acquainted with their works.” Used as a conjunction, the word 
has not yet lost its postpositional character. It can only connect substantives, 
e.g., Kaz. aj men kündej “like moon and sun," bir gal men kempir bolyan 
jeken “there lived once an old man and an old woman," Kir. bizdin ajildin 
bas kišileri menen Бог balalari ... (Ala-Too, 1974: 10, p. 146) “the elders and 
the young men of our village . . .”” Züne ~ Zana on the other hand, originally a 
converbial form < yan- “to return,” connects adjectives, adverbs, verbs, and 
the last two noun components of an enumeration, e.g. Kaz. Sabirian öte 
sabirli zine adepti “Sabirzan is very patient and behaved,” Kir. majda žana 
Con ooru “small and great pains," Kaz. bizdin zavodtarimiz ben fabrikalarimiz 
zane kolxos-sovxozdarimiz “оог plants, factories, and (also) collective-state 
farms," Kir. Azija, Afrika žana Latin Amerikasi “Asia, Africa, and (also) 
Latin America.” If the meaning “апа also" is implied, Zane ~ Zana can com- 
‘bine two nouns outside of an enumeration: Kaz. öner Züne yilim “art and 
(also) science” (Züldiz, 1974: 12 p.221), Kir. Lenindik žana CCCR din mamle- 
kettik sijliyinin laureati . , Činyiz Ajtmatov (Ala-Too, 1974: 10, p. 14) “the 
recipient of the Lenin as well as the State Prize of the USSR ... Chinghiz 
Aitmatov." See also M. Balagaev and T. Qordabaev, Qazirgi Фасад Tili 
(Almati, 1971), pp. 162-163. 

81 birog is known in Uzbek, but here it has to compete with lekin and ammo. 
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languages, where instead the Turkic particle da (de, ta, te) is used.95 
Also missing is the subordinating conjunction ki ( < Pers.) “that,” 
whose wide usage in Uzbek, Tatar, Turkish, and Azerbaijan has led 
to syntactical changes in accordance with Indo-European sentence 
patterns where the main clause stands before the dependent part. 


B. Morphological Differences 


Suffixes and prefixes of Persian origin commonly employed in Uz- 
bek are either non-existing or rarely used in Kazakh and Kirghiz. 
For example, the numerative suffix -Hia, is unknown, cf. Uzb. 
ikki--ta stul with Kaz. jeki orundiq, Kir. eki orundug (< OT orun 
"*place") “two chairs." Uzbek pul--dor “with money, rich" will be 
in Kaz. agsa+-li, Kir. agéa+lu (< OT +lig, +Hy “with’’). 

" The prefix be ( < Pers. “without”’) seems to occur presently only 
in conjunction with a few nouns, like Kaz. bej-+tanis “unknown,” 
bej-+-xabar “uninformed,” Kir. bej--baš "unruly."97 

Differences also exist in the use of common Turkic suffixes, e.g., 
the suffix combination +ga +¢a (dative plus equative, similar to 


65 Cf., for example, the following translations with their originals: Kaz. 
onin sözin de, özin de, üsirese gol-önerin de sijlajdi (M. Auezov, op. cit., p. 405), 
Uzb. uning gapini ham, üzini ham, ajniqsa qül hünarini ham gadrlasar ekan 
(M. Avezov, Abaj Juli. Translated from the Kazakh by Zumrad [Toskent, 
1960], р. 12) “they like her and her words (= the way she talks), but especially 
they are fond of her skills.” Uzb. men ham belantakka jaginlasaman (Ojbek, 
op. cit., р. 302), Kir. men da bedikke Zagin bardim (Ajbek, Bala Сад. Trans- 
lated from Uzbek by S. Eraliev [Frunze, 1970], p. 7) “I also approached the 
cradle." See also examples in Bakinova, p. 82. 

66 Here Kazakh and Kirghiz preserve the Old Turkic stage of the language 
where grammatical subordination was nonexistent. Concerning the intro- 
duction of ki (kim) and the resulting subordination in Old Uighur and Cha- 
gatay, see Menges, рр. 639-641; 715-721. The most extensive use of kt m a 
current written as well as spoken language is to be found in Azerbaijani, 
whereas in Tatar its influence is weakening, see A. Xälilov, Adabijjat-Dil- 
Inzäsänät, 1967: 1, p. 65. 

6? It is one of the characteristics of the Kirghiz dialects of South Kirghizi- 
stan that Persian prefixes and. endings, for example, -kana “house” (mal- 
kana “‘stable”’), are here more used than in the northern dialects and the 
literary language. Such forms became accepted in literary Kirghiz because 
of writers using them; see N. BejSekeev, pp. 53, 57. The suffix -kana (~ Uzb. 
-хопа) > жата, widely employed in the speech of Kazakhs living in the 
district of Tashkent, seems to have appeared only recently in literary Kazakh; 
see S. Omarbekov and N. Dzunusov, p. 56 (for full reference of these two 
sources, see footnote 4). 
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Crimean Tatar +ya +dek, see Fundamenta I, р. 381) “until” is 
used in Uzbek, but not in Kazakh and Kirghiz, where postpositions 
with the dative case are used: Kaz. dejin ( < tdgin, converbial form 
of OT täg- “to reach"), Kir. čejin > Kaz. Sejin;®8 cf. Uzb. keé+ga+éa 
with Kaz. keš+-ke dejin, Kir. keél Ке čejin “until evening." 

The suffix +gina, in Uzbek a diminutive suffix as well as a 
particle meaning “‘only,’’®° is known in Kazakh and Kirghiz ( < yana) 
only in its latter function. Its diminutive application is considered a 
distinctive Uzbek feature. To imitate an Uzbek’s speech, Kazakhs 
sometimes mockingly exaggerate its use: az+gina...gina... gina 
“a tiny, tiny, little bit.’’” 

The Old Turkic suffix +h ... +H “and ... and, as well as," 
which has disappeared from almost all modern Turkic languages, is 


ee "The origin of čejin ~ sejin is not quite clear. Kazakh dialects have also 
гек, tekši ~ tekti (О. Naqisbekov, ‘‘Orinbor oblisinin. Adamov, Börte au- 
dandarinda türatin qazaqtardin tilindegi kejbir Zergilikti jerekSelikter,” 
QTTDM, 1962: 4, p. 109), Karakalpak has šekem, Sell, Trkm. čenli, see 
Menges, in: Fundamenta I, р. 468, where also an etymology of the last three 
forms is given. 

в ТЬ is often difficult to distinguish between these two functions if Рота 
(about the literature on this suffix, seo A. N. Kononov, Grammatika Sovremen- 
nogo Uzbekskogo Literaturnogo Jazyka [Moskva, 1960], p. 126) is attached to 
a noun. Here the stress is important: bolagina gapirdi “the poor child talked," 
but unstressed: “only the child talked." (8. Afzalov, “Uzbek tilining Par- 
kent ševasi,” UDM I, p. 146.) 

© For “little bit," Kaz. has aziraq (< +iragq ~ rag), Trkm. azaZiq (< +84, 
+ tk). Interestingly, а2-- gina > azyana id. has been introduced into literary 
Kazakh (QT'T'S I, p. 15) as well. There exists only one other word in Kazakh, 
also a borrowing from Uzbek, with the diminutive + gina: kiskene “small” < 
Uzb. kičkina < kitik--gina “very small, tiny." As though not satisfied. with 
the unfamiliar suffix, both words attach a typical Kazakh diminutive suf- 
fix, +taj: az+yana+taj > azyantaj “little bit," kiškene+ taj > kiskentaj 
“little, small." Aside from these two words, + taj is added only to appellativa 
(personal names, endearment and kinship terms): apa--taj “dear mother,” 
Äbi$+taj-+im (Auezov, p. 195) “my dear Ábish." Literary Uzbek does not 
have this suffix (it appears here only in a few fixed expressions, possibly 
derived from Kipchak Uzbek dialects or from Kazakh: erkatoj "darling," 
kitkintoj “small child"), and it translates it in most instances with + Zon 
(< Pers. *soul"). That +¿a) has no palatalized. variant and is restricted in its 
usage points to its originally being an independent word < possibly oi Kir. 
Kaz. (see QT'DS, pp. 312, 313: tajeke, taya < taj ауа), Uzb. dialects (UXSL, 
p. 355) “elderly relative on the mother’s side," used similarly to Kaz. Kir. 
üke, eke "father". The suggestion that +ta7 is to be connected with taj *foal" 
(see Kononov, op. cit., p. 180 with reference to a study by А. G. Guljamov) 
probably has to be disregarded. In the area of diminutive and diminutive-like 
suffixes one can expect many more local distinctions in regard to their form 
and use. 
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still used in Kazakh, e.g., az--dé kép+ti™ “little and much,” 
bir+di {е®ї--И?? “опе or two," bes--i$ on--di' “five or ten," 
ülken-+di kifi+li kitaptar™ "large and small books,” iersi--l 
garsi+li Zürgen Zajaular”® “pedestrians walking here and there." 
Literary Kirghiz does not seem to have this suffix. À trace of it 
exists, however, in the Kirghiz dialect of Osh:% ¿al--d% kempir 
“old couple" (lit.: old man and old woman), erie-+li keč “early and 
late," er--d$ дайт “husband and wife." Similar examples occur in 
Kipchak Uzbek dialects:"" ëke+-1 ика “older brother and younger 
brother," aía--li bala “father and son," also: jer+di дайт "husband 
and wife." 

Other morphological differences have developed in the recent past. 
For example, thirty years ago the necessative, one of the most ver- 
satile and interesting formations in all Turkic languages, could be 
rendered in Uzbek equally with the verbal nouns -mag (> -mog), 
-ww (< -yu) or -(?)8, followed by keräk or lazim, “(16 is) necessary." 78 
Since then, however, -(¿)# has outranked the two other suffixes not 
only in forming the necessative but also in their other functions.” 


п ӨТТЕ I, р. 10. 

72 Qazaq Adebieti, Febr. 16, 1973, р. 4. 

7з Ibd., June 7, 1974, p. 3. 

74 S. Müqanov, op. cit., р. 57. 

5 М, Auezov, ор. cit., p. 404. 

"9 Bakinova, р. 58. 

" UXSL, рр. 328, 330, 331. 

78 See examples іп A. von Gabain, Özbekische Grammatik (Leipzig, 1945), р. 
151. 

78 These correspond closely to our infinitive, used in such phrases as “фо 
wish to ..., to like to ..., in order to ..., it is (im)possible to ...,” etc. 
Writers of the early 1920s, while preferring -maq (-uv seemed already then to 
be less favored), would use it along with -(7)8, see, e.g., Hamza Hakimzoda 
Nijozij, Tanlangan Asarlar (ToSkent, 1958), p. 236: . . . tangri qüšsa gajtislik, 
jurtimizda golis büldi ... bizlar bir ketada kütip ketmak büldik “if God. joins 
(us), then it will be possible to return, to stay In our country. We all want to 
flee one night ..." Also ébd., p. 230, 232: ... üzim barib kelisim kerak “I 
must take (you) there myself.” But: undan sting birga safar qilmoyimáz 
kerakdir “after that we certainly must travel together.” It would be interesting 
to know how -{%)8, which curiously was rarely used for the above construc- 
tions in Chagatay (see Г. Abdurahmonov and S. Sukurov, Uzbek Tilining 
Tarixij Grammatikası [ToSkent, 1973], p. 288) attained its present preferred 
position. Only in literary works of an historical nature, here mostly in direct 
speech, is -mag ~ -moq till maintained (see, e.g., Ojbek, Tanlangan Asarlar. 
Utindi Tom: Navoj [Toskent, 1957], pp. 23, 37, 38, 127, 131; О. Joqubov, 
Uluybek Xazinasi [ToSkent, 1974], pp. 104, 152). It also occurs occasionally 
in scholarly writings, e.g., ... xalg dostonlari ... tek&irilmoyi, tadqiq etil- 
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Instead of kör-mäg-+im kerak, kör-üv-+im keräk “I must see” (lit.: 
my seeing is necessary), Uzbek now uses kür-i$--im kerak. Unlike 
-maq and -ww which could be preceded by the negative suffix mg. Di 
-(1)§ cannot carry a negation. “І must not see" has to be translated, 
therefore, with either kür-i$+im kerak emas (lit.: my seeing is not 
necessary) or with kiir-mas--lig+im kerak.81 

Kazakh and Kirghiz render the necessative in the same way, but 
using Kaz. a Kir. -uufüü < -pu > Uzb. -w and kerek, e.g., Kaz. 
köp oqu-|-im kerek “I must study much," Kir. ketiiti+-m kerek “І 
must go.” Kirghiz will also use -(¿)š, but this might be the choice of 
some writers: bir Zerge ziberig+im kerebt? “I must send (her) to 
some place." In Kazakh -(?)$ > -(i)s is never used in this function. 
Occasionally -mek|maq]-pek|paq occurs: ölikke osilaj quzmet etpek 
kerek®® “опе must serve the dead in this way." As in older Turkic 
texts, -u]-uwu]-ü4d can be negated: Kaz. eger tüsinelin adam, bolsa, 
senin ayan bil Saraya qarsi bolmaui kerek?* “if he is an understanding 
man, your older brother should not be against this matter," Kir. 


moyi kerak (ОТА, 1970: 5, p. 57) "the oral epies must be researched and 
investigated." 

86 Tt is still a question, to what extent these two suffixes could be negated. 
In Qutadyu Bilig where -maq could have possessive as well as case suffixes, 
it nevertheless was not used in the negative form. À few instances of -ma-maq] 
-mü-mük occur in Chagatay (Babur-Name), see G. Е. Blagova, '**Qutadyu 
Bilig’ bilan ‘Bobir-noma’ ni tarixij lingvistik qijosla$ metodikasi,” UTA, 
1970: 5, pp. 25, 26. According to the same source, in Qutadyu Bilig the here 
widely used -yu (> -uv) could take the negative suffix -та. In present 
literary Uzbek, however, -mag ~ -moq, together with - (21 cannot be negated. 
The same characteristic is shared by the verbal noun suffix -m¿š and the 
gerundial suffix -gani ~ -gali “in order to.” See S. Usmonov, “Tilda forma 
masalasi,” LA:T'M, Tom 42, kitob 2 (1964), p. 145. A negation of -maq is 
not possible in Turkmen either, but Tatar and Modern Uighur, like Turkish, 
regularly employ it. (Poppe, op. cit., p. 67; Pritsak, in: Fundamenta I, p. 
555). 

81  -mas-- Gk (< -mas-- ligl-más-- lk), probably. used already as a negation 
for -mag (Menges, р. 699), has become čke established negative form of 
-(4)& also in all its other usages, e.g., ойда tu&maslik uéun (Ojbek, op. cit., 
р. 104) “in order not to fall into (his) hand" ; undan kejin qattiq Cartamaslikka 
tirising (M. Avezov, op. cit., p. 17) “from now on try not to get overly 
tired.” 

8 Ala-Too, 1974: 8, p. 62. 

ss 7042, 1974: 10, p. 144. -mek|-maq kerek has probably found its way into 
literary Kazakh via certain dialects, see Z. Bolatov, “Uzin Ayaš ...," р. 
180, where this phrase is discussed as a particular feature of the speech of this 
area. 

s4 Züldiz, 1974: 7, р. 107. 
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esten ciyarboo kerek®° “опе must not forget it.” In its other usages -w; 
-ии|-йй corresponds exactly to Uzbek -(¿ )š.88 

The application of certain imperative forms is also different. A 
polite request to a single person, normally addressed with siz (plur. 
of sen “you’’), is expressed in Uzbek with An ~ -ing,®” to which the 
nominal plural suffix +-lar is attached if the same request is directed 
to a number of persons. In Chagatay a polite demand could also be 
voiced with -iR-+iz > Uzb. -ing+iz (+ (?)2 plural suffix of personal 
pronouns). However, this form was then and is now rarely used? 
and is gradually disappearing from the Uzbek language. Kazakh 
and Kirghiz, on the other hand, employ precisely this form (-iniz/ 
-iniz; -wnuz|-ünüz) for rendering a respectful request to a single 
person. If more than one person of higher standing (i.e., age, léarn- 
ing) is to be addressed, +lar is added to -iniz > iniz+dar. The 
form -in ~ing, regarded as a distinctive Uzbek feature,9* is not used 
in Kazakh and Kirghiz. It exists here only as -indar (< -in-+-lar), 
which stands for a familiar request to several persons, whom one 
otherwise addresses with sen.9? Therefore, translations from Uzbek 
into Kazakh and Kirghiz will carefully change Uzb. -ing into -iniz, 
iniz+dar, which the Kazakhs and Kirghiz consider as being more 
polite.” 


Sp К.А. Asanaliev, Qiryiz Sovet Prozasinin Očerki (Frunze, 1960), p. 3 

se Cf. the following sentences: Uzb. nimani xojlajsangiz topiš mumkin, Kir. 
emnent qaalasaniz tabuuya bolot “whatever you desire, it is possible to find”; 
Uzb. tikisga kirišdi, Kaz. tigugà kiristi “she started to sew”; Uzb. ügising 
Zuda jamši, Kaz. oquïņ öte žaqsť “your reading is very good.” 

87? Originally a singular form (possessive suffix second pers. sing.), see К. 
H. Menges, The Turkic Languages and Peoples. An Introduction to Turkic 
Studies (Wiesbaden, 1968), p. 140. 

8 Because of this, it is difficult to establish its exact usage. According to one 
source (S. Wurm, in: Fundamenta I, p. 514) it expresses a polite and friendly 
request to a single person, occasionally also to a group of people, as for 
example in the slogan (to be found on the title page of newspapers): butun 
dunjo proletarlari, birlasingiz “workers all over the world, unite!" However, 
another source (U. Tursunov, et al., Hozirgi Uzbek Adabij Tili [ToSkent, 
1965], p. 83) states that -ingiz can direct itself only to a group of people. 

8 Bakinova, р. 77; N. BejSekeev, p. 58. 

9 See S. Kenesbaev, et al., Qazaq Tili Grammatikasi (Almati, 1955), p 
168. 

91 For example: Uzb. bülmajdi, otazon, pita qiising (Ojbek, Asarlar. Jet- 
tinti Tom [ToSkent, 1972], p. 305), Kir. bul az, ata, bir az qošuņuz (Ajbek, 
Bala бод, p. 12) “this is not enough, ata, please add some more (money)”; 
Uzb. juring, bobo, guzarga tuéamiz (ibd., p. 340), Kir. Zürünüz, ton ata, bazarya 
baralig (ibd., p. 52) “please go on, grandfather, let’s walk to the market.” 
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Regarding politeness, however, Uzbek observes one rule that is 
either not followed at all or not to the same extent in other present 
Turkic languages, including Kazakh and Kirghiz. It is the almost 
mandatory use of +lar as a honorific plural. Whenever one talks 
to or about an older or respected person, +lar has to be added to 
nouns and verbs pertaining to the person being addressed.?? For 
example: Salim aka keldi+-lar “Salim aka came." Salim aka, katta 
üyil+lar-+ingiz Toskentdami? “Salim aka, is your oldest son in 
Tashkent 2”93 The same sentences are translated into Kazakh and 
Kirghiz: Salim ауа keldi. Salim aya), ülken (шит) &liniz (uulunuz) 
Taskentte me (bi)? One may ask why the Kazakhs and Kirghiz, who 
certainly have respect for their elders, have not developed nor intro- 
duced into their languages the same or a similar usage of the plural 
-+lar.*4 It is not possible to give an immediate answer to this question. 
However, it should be noted that in comparison to Uzbek and other 
Turkic languages, Kazakh and Kirghiz in general make less use of 
+lar. As a rule, it is not used for designating the third person plural 
in finite verbal forms. Kirghiz regularly utilizes the reciprocal or 
cooperative suffix -(¿)#-, which has developed here into a kind of 
substitute plural suffix, e.g., ber-et “he, she (it) gives," ber-iš-et 
“they give," ber-di “he, she (it) gave,” ber-i$-di “they gave." Ka- 
zakh simply states the singular form ber-e-di, ber-di “he, she gives, 
they give," “he, she, they gave.” In Kazakh "ls is employed 
only if two or more agents perform an action together. It will be 
used in sentences that contain a clear reference to that effect, e.g., 
Därmen men Käkitaj qatarinan Zilap Ziberisti?? “Darmen and Kakitaj 
started to cry together." 


92 See I. Laude-Cirtautas, “Uzbek Matrimonial Forms of Address,” Studia 
T'urcica, Bibliotheca Orientalis Hungarica, XVII, pp. 281-282. 

?3 Other examples from Uzbek literature: dadamlarning qül soatlar? bor 
“ту father has a wrist watch." dadamlar gajtib kelganlarıdan kejin “after 
my father returned home ..." (Sarg Julduzi, 1963: 11, p. 121). 

94 Here it must be added that not all Uzbek dialects agree in this regard 
with the literary language either, e.g., in the dialect of AndiZon the honorific 
plural is not used if the person being addressed or spoken of belongs to the 
immediate family: dadam keldi “my father came.” However, there is an 
interesting note: in the women’s speech (in some parts of the city of AndiZon), 
where honorific forms have to be used in these instances (could it be that it 
was first among the women that the practice of honorifie plural forms devel- 
oped ?), -(¿)š- serves as the honorific plural: äkämälär kelisti “my older brother 
came.” (S. Ibrohimov, Uzbek Tilining Andizon Sevasi [Toškent, 1967], р. 136. 
95  Áezov, op. cit., p. 571. For more examples see I. Kenesbaev, eb al., op. 
eit., p. 95. 
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In Uzbek -(?)5- too is primarily used in this function. Some 
writers, however, tend to employ -(%)4- as a plural marker, like in 
Kirghiz.°? How far this trend will go, is difficult to project. Ав 
the rule stands now, Uzbek requires -+/ar in finite verbal forms for 
the third person plural. It is possible to omit +-lar only if the subject 
refers to nonhuman beings? or to human beings belonging to a 
group, often introduced with a word like hamma “all,” or a numeral, 
e.g., end? ujda hamma vagin? mendan sürajdi” “all are asking now 
me for the time," on kis? keldi “ten people came." Interestingly, in 
the last example Kirghiz will not use on kisi keliótw but will drop 
“its” plural suffix, too. 

Finally, thisnote. While many differences are evident in the written 
languages, the dialects show more similarities. Under the strong influ- 
ence of the dialects, old differences vanish and new arise. The role of 
the writer in this process is important and needs further attention. 

As in other language areas’! words least effected by this constant 
exchange of “give and take” are those connected with 


a) well-established lifestyles and habits 

b) words of an emphatic or emotional content, as, e.g., adverbia or 
adjectiva of intensity (‘‘very,” “‘big’’), forms of address, taboo 
and euphemistic expressions, words of affirmation and negation 
(e.g., in all Turkic languages the words for “yes” differ: Kaz. 74, 
Kir. ооба, Uzb. ha, Karak. aua, Turkm. hava, Turk. evvet). 


Morphological differences also manifest themselves strongest in 
the intensive forms: imperative, necessative, emphatic particles 
(especially those to be attached to finite verbal forms, e.g., Kaz. -aj, 
-au, Uzb. -da, -dir, Kir. ele). Many of these differences already 
existed in the eleventh century and have been observed and recorded 
by Mahmiid al-Kasyari. 


ss Г. Abdurahmonov, ed., Hozirgi Uzbek Adabij Tili I: Fonetika, Leksiko- 
logija, Morfologija (ToSkent, 1966), р. 272, 273. 

97 8. Usmonov, op. cit., p. 151. 

в А. Borovkov, et al., Uzbek Tili Grammatikasi II: Sintaksis (ToSkent, 
1966), pp. 27, 28. Also: T. Abdurahmonov, ed., Hozirgi Uzbek Adabij Tili II: 
Sintaksis (T'oškent, 1966), pp. 104, 108. 

° ату Julduzi, 1963: 11, р. 121. 

199 Ala-T'oo, 1974: 4, p. 159. It should also be noted that Kirghiz does not 
use -(¿)š- with inanimated objects and seldom applies it with animals and 
plants. The use or non-use of + lar and -(4)3- for designating the third person 
plural in finite verbal forms deserves a separate study. 

101 See A. Bach, Deutsche Mundartforschung (Heidelberg, 1950), pp. 27 8— 
280; 292—308. 


ON SOME CASES OF FUSION AND VOWEL ALTER- 
NATION IN THE ALTAIC LANGUAGES 


by 
NICHOLAS POPPE 
Seattle 


0. The Altaic languages are commonly regarded as belonging to the 
agglutinative type. The main feature of an agglutinative language 
is that all grammatical changes of words – word formation, declen- 
sion, conjugation of verbs — are effected by combining morphemes 
without fusion of morphophonemie change, each individual mor- 
pheme representing only one grammatical category, as in Turkish 
evlendirdiniz (ev-le-n-dir-d-i-niz) “you gave [her] in marriage". 

In а typically agglutinative language, the morphemes are added 
mechanically to each other, and no morphophonemie changes take 
place at all. Such languages are, however, very rare, and in most 
agglutinative languages, when suffixes are added to the stem, some 
vowels or consonants are assimilated or dropped. Cases of fusion 
are also known. Thus, an ancient case of fusion is Middle Turkic 
besik, Tatar bisak, Yakut bihrk "cradle", all < *bel-čik > Hungarian 
bölcső “cradle”, cf. MT beld- “to wrap a child in a cradle", Yak. 
bilid- “to rock a cradle”. Another case is MT, Tat., ete. bas < *balé 
"head" == Chuvash pus < *bal-¢ id. Cf. also MT, Kirghiz, Kazakh, 
East Turki köz < *kór-é “eye” from kör- “to see" = Chuv. kus < 
*kéré "eye" from *kör- “to see”. 

Ancient cases of vowel alternation are also known in some Altaic 
languages. The pronouns of the first two persons m Chuv. are ерё “Т” 
and esë "thou", but their declension stems are man- and san- 
respectively. The prefix e- in epé and esé is a deictic particle, and 
these two pronouns go back to *bi and Zei respectively, their 
declension stems being *mdn- and. *sän- respectively. Consequently, 
there is the alternation $ ~ d: *bi ~ *män and Zei ~ *sän. 

An old case of vowel alternation which occurred at the end of 
the Ancient Mongolian period is a ~ o before *uCa, and e ~ 6 before 
*uCé (C being a consonant), cf. Middle Mongolian o < *a before 
*uCà : MMo. dolan < *dolubin < AMo. *dal-u-bün “seven”, cf. 
Jurti darzoan (Laufer 1921, 112) which is to be read as dalxoan 
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(dal-xoan) “seventeen” < AMo., on the other hand, cf. Mo. 
dalam (dalam) “seventy”; cf. Ev. basurga “threshold” < AMo. 
*basurka > ММо. bosogä, Mo. bosoga, Kh. bosog id., cf. on the other 
hand, Mo. bas-u- “to despise, to abuse, to mistreat” ( < “о step on, 
to trample on”) = Tat. basqié “stair, steps". 

The vowel *u in the initial syllable has undergone the same 
development, cf. Мо. тодоуа- < *muku-gà- “to make blunt”, Kh. 
mozó- id. but Mo. muqu- “to become blunt”, Kh. mux- id. 

Likewise *4 of the initial syllable has become 6 before *üCe, cf. 
Ev duriki “stirrup” < АМо. *dürüge > Mo. döröge, Kh. dóró id. 
from Mo. dürü- “to put in, to insert" (Poppe 1950, 3ff.). 

There are ancient cases in which the etymological connection be- 
tween the respective words is much less clear than in cases of typical 
agelutination. Thus, of unknown date is the development of 
syllable- and word-final consonants into r in Dagur, e.g., [ит 
"string of the bow" = Mo. 206%; Dag. erde- "to break == Mo. ebde-; 
Dag. söyär “sitting down" = Mo. sayuyad; Dag. xodir “well” = 
Mo. qudug, etc. (Poppe 1930, 140). This development must, how- 
ever, be old because the name of the city of Neréinsk in East 
Siberia is already attested in this, certainly Dagur, form in Russian 
documents of the early XVII century, whereas its official Manchu 
name at that time was nibcu. This development is also found in the 
Dag. word larči < *labéi “leaf of a tree" = Mo. nabči id., whereas 
Dag. lawa “petal” = Mo. патауа < *nabaga has preserved the 
ancient consonant because it is not in syllable-final position, the 
result being that these etymologically related words have become 
phonologically so different that their common root is not recogniz- 
able at the first glance. 

It will be seen infra that there are also younger cases of fusion 
and vowel alternation in various Altaic languages. Proceeding to 
them, the discussion will start with the Turkic languages. 


Abbreviations: 
Alt. Altai Turkic 
AMo. Ancient Mongolian 
AT Ancient Turkic 
Bur. Buriat 
Bur.Aga Aga dialect of Buriat 
Bur.Al. Alar dialect of Buriat 


Bur.Ts. Tsongol dialect of Buriat 
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Bur.Unga 
Chag. 
Chuv. 

ET 

Ev. 
Germ. 
Goth. 


Tuv. 
Uig. 

Uzb. 
Yak. 


1. Turkic 


Unga dialect of Buriat 
Chaghatay 

Chuvash 

East Turki 

Evenki (proper Tungus) 
German 

Gothic 

Hungarian 

Kalmuck (Kalmyk) 
Kazakh 

Kirghiz 

Lamut (Even) 

Middle Mongolian 
Script (Written) Mongolian 
Middle Turkic 

the dictionary Muqaddimat al Adab 
Nanai (Goldi) 

Ordos Mongol 

Sagai 

Tatar 

Tobol’sk Tatar 

Turkic 

Turkish 

Tuvinian 

Uigur 

Uzbek 

Yakut 


809 


1.1. The simplest case is the morphophonemic alternations on the 
boundary of two morphemes, in particular, the alternations of the 
final consonants of the stem before suffixes, which alternations are 
characteristic of most Turkic languages. Thus, it is known that in 
most Turkic languages spoken at the present time, the stem-final 
q(k) and p are voiced (> y, g, b respectively) before a suffix vowel. 
In other words, there are the alternations g/y, k/g, and p/b, e.g., 
Tat. suya “he beats" from sug-; bisaga “his cradle" from bänk: taba 
“he finds" from ѓар- (Poppe 1968, 18). In the Kypchak group of 
Turkic languages, these alternations take place everywhere (Räsä- 
nen 1949, 143ff.). There are indications that the alternations in 
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question are of later origim because known ancient Ти. languages 
do not have these alternations. Thus, AT still has ogun “with an 
arrow" from og “arrow” (Drevneijurkskw slovar’, 368); sökür- “to 
make knee down" from sók- “to knee" (v. Gabain 1974, 364); 
aquy “current” (ace.) from aq- “to flow" (v. Gabain 1974, 320); 
yaraginia “in his armour” from yarag “armour” (Drevnetjurkskij 
slovar’ 239); tapin- “to serve, to worship” from tap- “to serve" 
(op. cit. 534), etc. The AT data mentioned are of the VIII century. 
Consequently, the alternations of the type ayayi “his foot" from 
ayaq are of a later origin. Their chronology cannot, however, be 
established precisely, and it can only be stated that forms as ayaqi 
(= Uzb. oyogi), asagi "down", bargina “to his house", baSbaqim 
“my head-gear”, buyrugimya (= Uzb. buyruyimya) “to my order”, 
butyagindin "from its side”, gabugi (= Uzb. gobiy:) “its skin", 
yapunlar “build!” (imper. 2. p. pl.) from yap-, ete. still occurred in 
the XII-XIII cent. (Borovkov 1963). The Codex Cumanicus of the 
time between 1303 and 1362, too, still preserves forms as aziq? “its 
usefulness", busyaki “its side", kerekimizde “in our needs" from 
kerek “need, necessity”, although numerous forms with y/g also 
occur, e.g., Giniyip turyan "tested" from ¿¿niq- “to be tested"; 
ayayi “its basis" (lit. “its foot") from ayaq “foot”; cayi “his 
strength” from Zog ` yüregi “his heart" from yürek “heart”, eto. 
(Grønbech 1942). It is possible that forms with y/g are genuine 
Kypehak forms, whereas those with q/k reflect other languages 
because the Codex Cumanicus contains materials from various 
Turkic languages, not only Kypchak. 

At the present time, alternations of stem-final unvoiced conso- 
nants with voiced consonants before a suffix vowel are widely 
spread in Turkic languages. (For details see Radloff 1882, 204-11; 
Dmitriev 1955, 274-78). 

1.2. The alternations of the type discussed in the preceding 
section do not render a stem unrecognizable. The picture changes, 
however, when the stem-final consonant is assimilated to the 
consonant of a suffix. 

In Yakut, the stem-final consonant ¢ is assimilated to k, б, and р 
of the suffix, e.g., akka “to the horse” from at “horse” + -ka; 
akkin “thy horse” (ace.) from at + -kin; Weit “dog-keeper” from it 
“dog” + -čit; appin “my horse” from at + -pin. | 

Likewise, stem-final s is assimilated to б, and I is assimilated to n, 
e.g., абі cook" from as “food” + -dit; таб “wood-cutter”’ from 
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mas “wood?” -- -6it; anna “its lower part" from alin + -a (with -- 
falling out), etc. (Bóhtlingk 1851, 183). 

1.3. In Yakut, final y in disyllabic and trisyllabic verbal stems 
with a short vowel or a diphthong in the final syllable is dropped 
before a suffix of word formation which consists of a consonant, 
e.g., anal- “to open” (tr.) from anay- “to open, to вар”; zoryot- “to 
protect" from хогуоу- “to place oneself under someone's protec- 
tion"; dódüt- “to create, give birth, produce" from üödüy- “to 
grow, to originate", ete. (Bohtlingk 1851, 123-24). 

1.4. In some Turkic languages, the narrow vowels fi, $, и, à) in 
the final closed syllable of disyllabie and polysyllabie stems dis- 
appear when a suffix with a vowel at the onset is added, e.g., Tat. 
urni “his place" from urin "place" + -i; Tat. garni “his stomach" 
from garin; Tat. bürko “his hat" from bürok < *börik; Alt. köksü 
“his breast" from köypüs, etc. (Radloff 1882, 92). The above examples 
represent the simplest cases in which the consonants have not 
changed (assimilatted to one another) in consequence of the falling 
out of the vowel. However, in some Turkic languages the colliding 
consonants undergo changes. 

In Tuvinian, the following developments take place: | + n > nn, 
g+n>khijd+n>tj,ztn>&ze+tn>sthu tl > фі, д +1 
> kt, Z +1 > št, z + 1 > st, ete., e.g., (the vowel falling out is in 
parentheses) kinnir < kilfi)n-ir “he will perform", minnir < 
bil(?)n-ir “he feels", saktir < say(i)n-ir “he will deliberate", 
saktip < sayfi)n-ip “deliberating”, ottur “he will awake" < from 
od(u)n-ur, баб йг < taz(i)n-ir “he will hide himself", etc. (Isxakov 
1955, 316). 

In Yakut, g + п > kt, b + n > pt, h +n > st, y +n > at, 
| + n > тт, т + п > тт, ete., e.g., tiktär < tig(t}n-dr “he sews for 
himself", saptar < sab(i)n-ar “it closes”, bistar < bih(i)n-ar “it 
is being cut", aztar < ау(? )т-ат “he commemorates”, sabillar < 
sabil(?)n-ar “it closes", sanna < sar(i)n-a “his shoulder" (Isxakov 
1955, 317). 

Similar cases are known in Altai, Telengit, Kirghiz, Sagai, of. 
Alt., Tel. ärdim < ár(i)n-im “my lip”; Kir. ärdi < är(i)n-i “his 
lip"; Alt. käldim < kälfi)n-im “my daughter-in-law”; Kir. qardi 
< gar(i)n-i “his stomach”; Sag. purdu < pur(u)n-u “his nose", 
etc. (Radloff 1882, 92; Menges 1968a, 105). 

1.5. In Yakut, in monosyllabic stems ending in a consonant, the 
diphthongs 44, wo, and üö are replaced by d, o, and б respectively 
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when derivational suffixes are added, e.g., basis “fifth” from bids 
“five”; kdnds “slightly wide" from kidy “wide”; bärin- “to surren- - 
der, to give in”, bárilin- “to be given”, bärık "gift" from bidr- “Фо 
give"; onus “tenth” from uon “ten”; tolor- “to В”, tolu “full” 
from tuol- “Фо become full"; tórdüs "fourth" from tüört “four”, etc. 
(Bóhtlingk 1851, 122). 

In disyllabic and trisyllabic Yakut verbal stems ending in a long 
wide vowel or 22, ио, and йб, the long vowels or diphthongs men- 
tioned are shortened and replaced by a respective short vowel when 
a suffix of word formation is added which has a consonant at the 
onset, e.g., anat- “to make appoint” from anã- “to appoint" ; dlbdt- 
"to multiply, increase” from dlbd- “to become numerous, to in- 
crease"; toxtot- “to stop (tr.), to detain, to keep or prevent some- 
one from doing something, to hinder" from toxtuo- “to stop (intv.), 
to stand, to abstain from, to be interrupted"; üktät- “to make 
enter" from üktüö- ~ üktd- “to enter, to step upon something", ефе. 

1.6. A regular alternation a — e takes place in East Turki (called 
Taranchi by Radloff) in a syllable to. which a suffix with 7 ($) is 
added, e.g., ei? “his horse" from at "horse" ; ates? “his father" from 
ata, “father”; atledi “һе mounted a horse" from аНа- “to mount a 
horse" ; samen: “his straw” from saman “‘straw’’, etc. 

The same development has taken place in words that cannot be 
analysed, e.g., beyir < bayir "liver". This development does not 
take place before two consonants, including cases in which a word 
ends in y, e.g., artilmag “to remain, to increase”, taydi “Ве slipped" 
from tay- (Radloff 1882, 64; Jarring 1933, 71-72). 

Likewise, u in the second syllable labializes the vowel a of the 
initial syllable, e.g., ET oruq < aruq “lean, meagre”, cf. Alt., Tel., 
Tat. ari- “to become lean”; ET yoruq "light" from yoru- “to bright- 
en”, cf. Chag., Uig. yaru- id.; ET yopuq “blanket” from ЕТ yap- 
“to cover”, ET yepin- “to cover oneself with a blanket”; ET xotun 
“woman”, cf. Kaz., Kir., Tat. qatin “married woman”, cf. Yak. 
xatin ~ xotun id. (Radloff 1882, 65—66). 

1.7. In the Altai dialect, z and ¿ in the initial syllable are labial- 
ized by the vowels & and 4 respectively of the succeeding syllable, 
e.g., üzü < "izü < "ig “hot” from izt- “to become hot”; yol ~ 
уши < *yilu < *yili-y “warm”, cf. yili-n- “to become warm", 
yili-t- “to heat”; КИЙ < *kičü < *kiči-g “small”, ef. kiči-näk id.; 
türü < Stodi < *tiri-g “live”, of. tiri-l- “to become live, to come 
to life”, etc. (Radloff 1882, 67). 
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1.8. As a result of metatony, Chuvash words derived from the 
same primary stem often become so different from each other, as 
far as the vocalism of the root-vowel is concerned, that their ety- 
mologies become obscure. Thus, Chuv. Sisem < *yaléim "lightning" 
from sié- < *yaléi- “to flash” = MT, Tob. yasin “lightning” from 
yasi- < "yaldi- “to flash", cf: Chuv. éuldm < *yalim “flame” = 
MT yalin < *yalim “flame”; Chuv. tran < *irin < *yirin “to- 
morrow” and Chuv. $urdmpus < *yarin balé “daybreak” = MT, Turk., 
Uig., Tat. yarin “to-morrow”; Chuv., käntär < *kündür “noon, 
south" from kun “day”; Chuv. mal < *ömäl “front, front side, 
east", cf. um < *óm < *ön = MT öy “in front”, Tel. бу “front side, 
face"; Chuv. zam < *oqa-m “myself” but хи < *oga-y “thyself”, 
хау < *04а- “himself”, eto. 

1.9. Some Turkic languages spoken at the present time can serve 
as almost ideal examples of the agglutinative language type. Such a 
language is Tatar in which, with the exception of consonant and 
vowel alternations in suffixes (depending upon the final consonant 
of the stem and the vocalism of the stem respectively) only a few 
consonant alternations occur, namely, 1. the voicing of stem-final 
p and g(k), e.g., taba “he finds" from tap-; ayayi “his foot" from 
ayaq; bisogo “his cradle” from bisak; 2. unvoicing of final z before s 
Or б, eg, yassiz “without spring" from yaz “spring” (season), 
yasta “like spring"; and 3. assimilation of stem-final n (> m, 9), 
e.g., umbis "fifteen" < un “ten” + bis “five”; yanyan “one who 
has burnt" < yan- “to burn" + -yan suff. of the participle (Poppe 
1968, 18-19). Otherwise, the stem does not undergo any changes ` 
in Tatar. Very few alternations are also found in Turkish (Leeds, 
51-52), this being the reason why Turkish is mentioned as one of 
typically agglutinative languages in student books on general 
linguistics (Robins, 333). As a result, a Tatar or Turkish grammatical 
form of any word can easily be explained, and the respective word 
can be found instantly in a dictionary. Its opposite is such Turkic 
languages as Altai, Tuvinian, Sagai, and Yakut in which the follow- 
ing pairs of words are dissimilar although they are different forms 
of the same words: Alt. drin “Пр” — drdi “his Пр”; Sag. purunda 
“оп the nose" — purdu “his позе”; Tuv. minnip "feeling" ~ bilinmás 
“he does not feel"; Яир “warming himself" — &ilinmas “he does 
not warm himself"; Yak. känyim “behind me" — Кайт “rear, back 
side"; Yak. munna “his nose" — murun “тозе”; bistar “it is being 
eut" — bihinna “it was cut". Whereas Tat. balasep “inquiring, 
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making inquiries” and balasta “he inquired” are clearly seen as two 
forms of the verb bələš- “to inquire", Tuv. minnip "feeling" and 
bilinmäs “he does not feel” are not easily recognized as forms of 
the same verb. The Tat. forms are typically agglutinative, whereas 
the Yak., Tuv., Sag., and Alt. forms given above are examples of 
fusion. Likewise, the ET forms given in 1.6. and the Chuv. forms of 
the type mal/ um or хат “myself” zu “thyself” are by no means 
agglutinative but display vowel alternations in the root-syllable. 
Consequently, the characterization of the Turkic languages as “ап 
example of languages which possess the most typically expressed 
agglutination” (Baskakov 1966, 27) applies in full only to some 
Turkic languages. Likewise, Menges’s statement that “concretion 
of suffixal elements with stem- or root-syllables is generally un- 
known in Turkic” (Menges 1968a, 73) does not do justice to lan- 
uages as Tuvinian, Yakut, etc. It is, of course, true that the majority 
of Turkic languages are agglutinative, although there are not so 
few exceptions. 


2. Mongolian 


2.1. The change of some words from back-vocalic to front- 
vocalic, which took place long ago, has disrupted the etymological 
connection between the respective words and their cognates which 
have preserved their back vocalism. The change in question in- 
volved certain stems with $ in the initial syllable. The respective 
monosyllabic stems have become front-vooalie, ?.e., they take the 
front-vocalic allomorphs of suffixes, e.g., Mo. #1, Kh. dZil “year” — 
Mo. Jilece, Kh. däiles “from the year" (abl.); Mo. &r-, Kh. tSir- “to 
drag" — Mo. éiriigsen, Kh. tsirsey “he who dragged" ; Mo., Kh. nis- 
‘Фо fly" — Mo. nisügsen, Kh. nissen “one who flew", etc. 

Likewise, stems with $ in all syllables are now also front-vocalic, 
e.g., Mo. šili- “to select" - Siligsen “one who selected", {те 
“select, exquisite", etc. 

However, words formed from such stems, which contained back 
vowels in the non-initial syllables have preserved their back- 
vocalic character, e.g., Mo. silga- < *sil(i)-kd- “to examine, to 
select” (cf. Ev. sinma- < *silba-), Kh. šalga- id. from Mo. š¿I- “to 
select”; Mo. čirga < *čir-kā, Kh. t$arga “sledge, sleigh” from Mo. 
čir-, Kh. (ët "to drag" (cf. Mo. &rügsen “опе who dragged"); 
Mu. nisqaba “he made Ну” (Poppe 1938, 251), cf. Mo. niske-, Kh. 
nisxe- “Чо make fly” from nis- “to Ну”; Mo. nisun “snivel, mucus", 
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Kh. nus id., Bur. nuhäy id. < *nil-sun, cf. Mo. nil-bu-sun “tear, 
spittle’, Kh. nulmas id. from Mo. ni- ~ nigi- “to blow the nose", 
Kh. ni- id. (cf. Mo. nigi-deg “usually blowing his nose”, Kh. nideg 
id.); Mo. nimnayün < *nim-la-gün “thin, emaciated”, Mo. nimgen 
< *nimken, Kh. nimgen “thin” (cf. Poppe 1970, 489); Mo. kirga-, 
Kh. ziarga- “to cut hair" (cf. Ev. gir- ‘о cut, to cut out” which is 
also back-vocalic, cf. geriwun "sheafs", girtwiinma acc.) but Mo. 
kirbe- < *kirba- “to trim", kirüge < kir-ti-gé "sow" ; Mo. fisiya(n) 
“shift, turn”, Kh. dzasa id. from Mo. }&- “to change, to replace", 
Kh. dZi$- id., Kh. d2iSideg "he who usually changes”; Mo. sibana- 
“to whisper" (cf. Ev. sivutajana ''whisperingly", sivuna- “о 
whisper") ~ Mo. Šibine- Kh. Siwne- “to whisper", etc. 

The development back > front has disrupted the etymological 
unity of such words аз Kh. Salga- “to examine" and &l- “to select", 
атда “sledge” and (Lëtz "to drag", etc. On the other hand, the vowel 
development can easily create the impression that adding of the 
morpheme -ga- to a monosyllabic stem with $ is accompanied by the 
vowel shift ¢ > a which is not quite incorrect because ¿ has become 
a (breaking of AT) in šalga-, the causative of sil(z)- “to select”, 
like Mo. migan > Kh. max “meat, flesh", Mo. Sira > Kh. sar 
“yellow”, Mo. éida- > Kh. (God “to be able", Мо. čina- > Kh. 
tsan- “to cook", Mo. jiran > Kh. дата) “sixty”, etc. 

As a result, the above pairs of words as Kh. &- “to select" and 
Salga- “to examine" do not look very different from Goth. bindan 
"to bind" — band “he bound” - bundans “bound”, although these 
alternations are of different origin. 

2.2. A feature characteristic of the southern and western sub- 
dialects of Khalkha and probably of all Ordos (Urdus) dialects is 
the development of initial é-, q-, k-, č- into d, g, dž respectively 1. in 
monosyllabic stems with final *d, *g, *s, and 2. in stems of two or 
more syllables when the consonant at the onset of the second 
syllable is $, z, К, č, s, or š. This development takes place only at the 
onset of a short initial syllable, e.g., Ord. daxa “horseshoe” = Bur. 
laxa, Ord. gatun “lady” = Bur. xatan, Ord. gó*zó “blue” = Bur. 
хйле, Ord. d2asu “snow” = Kalm. 848%, etc. Intervening l or r 
does not neutralize the influence of the consonant at the onset of 
the second syllable, e.g., Ord. dalxa “flour” = Bur. talza "flour, 
bread", Ord. gartsagd “goshawk” = Bur. xarsaga “hawk”, etc. 

This development takes also place in monosyllabic stems when 
suffixes of word formation with the respective consonants at the 
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onset are added. As a result, some forms of a stem begin with a : 
weak consonant but other forms have a strong consonant at the 
onset, e.g., tor- “to be stopped by something" — dorto- “to be met" 
(with a difficulty, disaster, etc.); tor “thread, string, fetter, bolt” — 
dort “shackled, clogged, hindered, thwarted”; tara- ‘Чо disperse, 
scatter" (tr.), tara- “to scatter" (intr.) — daraa- “to disperse" (intr.); 
Во] tšul onomatopoeic expression for chattering (= Engl. yap yap) — 
dzalisi- “to chatter"; kele- “to speak, to talk" — gelisén “сопует- 
sation" ; kerwe- “to trim" — gertst- “to cut” ; kere-lde- “о quarrel” — 
ger-t8i-gi “being unlike the others, to avoid company of others”; 
köl “foot, leg" - gölti "having feet"; kur-“‘to arrive" - gürte- “to 
receive something from a superior” (“to be reached by ...”); zor 
“evil” ~ gorton “enemies”, etc. 

2.3. In some Buriat dialects *s has developed 1. into À in the 
initial and inter vocalic position, 2. into š before z, and 3. into d(t) 
in syllable- andword-final position, e.g., Bur. Al. burad “Buriat” — 
burähär “Tto speak] in Buriat’; Bur.Aga buräd - buräsı “Buriats” 
(ace.); Bur.Unga bod “get up!“ — bohö “he got up", etc. (see Berta- 
gaev 1969, 89). 

In Bur.Ts. the developments *s > s- and -s-, and -d(-t) are found, 
e.g., ulad ~ ulat “people” — ulasär “by the people” ; porxöd < Russ. 
paroxod “steamer, steam-ship" ~ porzósór “by steam-boat”. 

Stem-final -g and -y result іп y and ńy respectively before * in 
all Buriat dialects, e.g., bulag “well, water spring" — Bur. AT bulayı 
“of the well" (gen.); ay “wild animals, game" ~ Bur.Al. айу (gen.), 
etc. 

2.4. In all Mongolian languages stem- and word-final weak 
consonants are unvoiced, but when a suffix-vowel is added, the 
consonants in question are either voiced or mediae lenes, e.g., Kalm. 
belaG (almost [belek]) “gift” — belgin “of the gift"; bolpD (almost 
[bolet] “steel” — boldin “of steel", etc. As a result, the word-picture . 
changes all the time. The Kalm. orthography solves this problem 
in à simple manner by requiring that, in such cases, only d and g be 
written which is also the rule of Russian and German orthography, 
e.g., Russ. god [got] “year” in view of goda (gen.); Germ. Bad [bat] 
in view of des Bades. 

2.5. In Kalmuck + < * in the second syllable frontalizes а, о, и 
of the initial syllable, the latter three vowels becoming d, 6, ü 
respectively. This happens even in cases in which ? disappears, e.g., 
Kalm. dmn “Life” = Мо. amin < *amin; Kalm. xóf- “to enclose, 
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` to fence in, to prohibit" = Mo. gori- “to prohibit"; Кайт. züwl- 
“to change, to undergo transformation" = Мо. qubil-. This develop- 
ment does not occur in cases in which a fo, u) of the initial syllable 
is separated by a consonant cluster from 4 < *¿. 

As a result, there are pairs of words derived from the same primary 
stem, one of which contains in its initial syllable the vowel o (o or 
u), and the other à (6 or ü respectively), e.g., ari$1- “to sweep, to 
cleanse, to wipe", art$ul | ай “towel” — dfün < *arigun “clean”, 
dru- < *aril- “to become clear (sky), to be cleared of dust, to 
disappear”; Kalm. tardloy “field” - tär- < *tari- “to plant, to sow" ; 
хазер “vib” ~ хамтур < *kabirga "rib, side"; tawn < *tabun “five”, 
{ашаа “by the fives” — tdwy < *tabin “fifty”, вида < *tabigdd 
“by the fifties’; zaksu < *kak-sa-gi “dry, dried up, hard", zaksı- 
“to dry up" ~ zäkt- “to become dry, to shed its bark"; zaldv- ‘о 
stick to" - xal’downr “infection”; хоуг < *koyür “two "- zörn < 
*korin “twenty”; mordo- < *morda- “to mount a horse, to ride 
off" — mérn < *morin "horse"; хота < *koruga “fenced yard, ` 
partition in a house" ~ zör- ~ xóf- “to enclose, to put the animals 
behind a fence"; игар “in front, before" — й’й < *purigu “down, 
downstream” ; bä- “to descend" – bir “the place for descending or 
dismounting, a place in which a yurt used to stand, a settlement”; 
xzumbä- “to lump together", zumd- id., zumyor “contracted” ~ 
xtim- “to contract, to collect, to gather’; vur- “to gather, to 
convene" ~ zürm < *kurim “wedding celebration", xiirmna- ‘о 
celebrate a wedding"; sū- “to sit, to dwell, to live", sudl “seat”, 
sütsp “habitation” — sür: “foundation, seat”, etc. 

2.6. As a result of consonant and vowel alternations in Mon- 
golian, there appear paradigms outwardly not very different from 
those in fusional languages as Slavie or Germanic, ef. Bur.Unga bod 
“get up!" — bohö “he got up" like Russ. pek-u “I am baking" — 
pec-es° “thou art baking" ; Kalm. sa ‘31%! — sürı "seat" like Germ. 
back-en ‘Чо bake" — Bäck-er “baker”, etc. What is meant by these 
comparisons is to demonstrate some outward similarities in Mon- 
golian and some Indo-European languages. The alternations 
discussed above have never been discussed from this point of view. 
Thus, Bertagaev paid attention to the morphological structure of 
the word in Mongolian, but what he discusses as fusion and internal 
inflexion is, in most cases, quite different from what is meant here, 
not to mention that Bertagaev compares words which etymologi- 
cally do not belong together, e.g., Bur. dabáy “mountain pass" ~ 
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дођо “hillock, mound”, бага) "silhouette of an object seen from a 
distance" ~ 60707) “rain”, etc. (Bertagaev 1969, 92); xi “wind, air" 
~ gui “whirlwind”, awga “paternal uncle" ~ 4wge "grandfather, 
father’s father", etc. (Bertagaev 1974, 173-74). 


3. Manchu-Tungus 


3.1. The Manchu-Tungus languages are “more agglutinative”, 
if one may say so, than the Turkic and Mongolian languages dis- 
cussed above, and such cases of fusion or consonant and vowel 
alternation which are found in some Turkic and Mongolian languages 
are alien to Manchu-Tungus. Of course, there occurs assimilation 
of consonants, e.g., Nan. un- “to speak" ~ um-pi “having spoken", 
agbin- “to appear" ~ agbim-pogoant “that he appeared”, tein- “to 
take a rest" ~ teim-mi ~ termi "taking a rest”, etc. (Avrorin 1959, 
47 ff.). 

There occurs contraction of vowels in Manchu, e.g., alarakü < 
Лата aku “without reporting" and assimilation of consonants, e.g., 
mimbe < min-be “me” (acc.), ete. (Haenisch 1961, 35). Cases of 
disappearance of vowels and assimilation of consonants are known 
in Lamut otherwise called Even (Tsintsius and Rishes, 700, ff.; 
Benzing 1955, 14, 16-17) of which the alternation of a final vowel 
and Zero plays an important role in grammar, cf. tog “fire” but 
tog-a-l “fires”, -a- being the original final vowel of the stem. Cf. 
also Lam. aman + wù > amma “my father", oda + ni > onni “he 
became”, etc. (Novikova 1960, 59). Some cases of assimilation and 
disappearance of consonants in Evenki are also known (Konstanti- 
nova 1964, 24—25). 

Assimilation of stem-final consonants to the consonant of a 
suffix are particularly characteristic of the Učur dialect of Evenki, 
ef. Ucur -t + б > ¿ë — ičeččeren “he is looking" from iéet-, -n + 9 > 
ny — atirkanyniw “of my old woman" from atirkän, -r + т > nm - 
sunmén “in two layers", from $ür “two”, which is regarded as a 
result of Yakut influence (Myreeva, 1964, 15-16). 

However, the morphophonemic changes mentioned do not affect 
the general word picture as much as some morphophonemio alter- 
nations in some Turkic languages. 

3.2. The Solon language is characterized, 2 o. by the assimilation 
of some stem-final consonants to the suffix consonant, e.g., -n + Б 
> mb — ninaxin “dog” — ninaximbe (acc.); -s + ё > té — is- “to 
reach’’—1ita < is + ča “he reached” ; -g(-y) + b > bb — Züy “house” 
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— Zübbe < Xày + be (acc.);-g (-y) Ёп > 9n- 3%y "house" -žůnni < 
Zou + ni "of the house (gen.); -y + m > mm — en “wide, broad" — 
emme < en + me (acc.), etc. (Poppe 1931, 105-06). 

3.3. An interesting feature of Evenki is the irregular plural forms 
of a number of kinship terms, e.g., amin “father” — ат “fathers, 
elder brothers of the father”; enin “mother” — entil “mothers, elder 
sisters of the mother"; akin “elder brother" — aknil/annil “elder 
brothers"; ekin “elder sister" — eknil/ennil “elder sisters"; nekun 
"younger sibling (brother or sister)’ — neknil/nennil “younger 
siblings" (Konstantinova 1964, 45). 

In aknil, eknil, and neknil the long vowel following & (e.g., 
akin) has disappeared, and -5-1 (-i- is a connective vowel, and -/ the 
regular plural suffix) has been added, and in amim and enin the 
syllable în has disappeared and the suffix -til has been added 
(Benzing 1956, 72-73; Menges 1968b, 58). 

Some irregular plural forms are formed from stems that drop the 
final j-element of the stem-final diphthong, e.g., ast < "*asaé 
“woman” — asal < *asa-l “women”, edi “man” ~ edel < *ede-l 
“men” (Konstantinova, 45; Menges 1968Ъ, 60). 

Irregular plural forms of nouns are also known in Lamut, e.g., 
hunag “sister, girl” ~ hunil; data “younger brother of the mother" 
— danil; bener “younger brother of the wife or husband" ~ benel 
(Tsintsius and Rishes, 708-09; Benzing 1955, 52). 


4. Korean 


4.1. In Korean there also occur alternations of stem-final con- 
sonants, e.g., in irregular case-forms stem-final - has developed 
from *s, *t, *th, *ë, *th, and the syllables В and thi have developed 
into či and čhi respectively, e.g., s — ket < kes “a thing" but kesi 
“the thing" and kese “at the thing"; t — nat "sickle" but naži “the 
sickle” and nade у the sickle"; th — pat “field” but pački“ the 
field" and pathe “in the field”; ё — nat “noon” but nage “at noon" 
and nau ''afternoon", etc. 

4.2. Alternations of the stem-final vowel with Zero in verbs in 
-ru- -ri- are orida:olla:orin “to ascend”, purida: pulla: purin 
“to call”, ефе. 

The disappearance of / before dental consonants results in the 
following alternations: ada: ara: an “to know, to think", méda: 
mere : mën “to be far”, ete. There are stems of the types titia : tire : 
tirin “Чо hear", ёа: čije : бит (йт) “to build”, nattha: naha 
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(naa): nahin (nain) “to bear, to produce", etc. (Ramstedt 1939, 
62—64). 
There are stems ending in k, kk, t, th, Hh, s, ss, ete., e.g., 


-k- mekta : теде : megin “о eab”, 

-kk- рома ` pokka : pokkin “о fry", 

-t- patta : pada ` padin “to receive", 

-th- айа : atha : athin “to throw away”, 

-lth- haltta : haltha : halthin “to lick", 

-8- айа : asa : asin “to take by force", 

-88- illa : isse : issin “to be" (Ramstedt 1939, 65). 


4.8. The conclusion drawn from the material given in the preced- 
ing two sections is that in Korean, declension of some words and the 
conjugation of verbs are by no means carried out by mechanically 
adding endings to invariable stems. In other words, Korean is no 
different, in this aspect, from many other Altaie languages which 
are not what is called "typically agglutinative languages". 


5. General conclusion 


The Altaie languages are certainly agglutinative in that a given 
morpheme is assigned to only one grammatical category. However, 
as far as more or less mechanical adding of suffixes to a more or less 
invariable stem is concerned, many Altaic languages are by no means 
agglutinative. This goes for all the languages discussed above and is 
also true for Japanese which, after a long interruption, is again 
counted among the Altaic languages (Miller 1971; Menges 1975). 
Thus, in Old Japanese, a vowel which otherwise would have come 
together in a vowel-plus-vowel sequence was dropped. Generally 
it was the final vowel of the preceding morpheme, e.g., waga?Fe > 
шаі Ре “my house". Another important set of morphophonemic 
changes was the replacement of the potential vowel-plus-vowel 
sequence with a third and different single phoneme, eg. ? + а-е: 
sakiart > sakeri “are blooming”; a + i — ë: takaiti > take “high 
market-place" (Miller 1967, 193, 323). Japanese knows also complex 
morphophonemic changes of consonants such as the treatment of 
most geminate consonant sequences as /pp, ss/ as combinations 
with a morphophoneme //q//, thus //qp, qs// (Miller 1967, 230). 

In this aspect, the Altaic languages are no different from some 
other language groups commonly regarded as agglutinative, e.g., 
Uralic which offers examples of flexional structure, e.g., Livonian 
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timm “oak” ~ tamm gen. as compared to Finnish tamm? “oak” ~ 
tammen gen. (Collinder 1955, 200). From this the conclusion can be 
drawn that too much importance should not be attached to such 
general characteristics of a language as "agpglutinative" because 
they do not explain anything, and a group of related languages, a 
language family, often includes languages belonging to different 
structural types, not to mention that even one language may 
comprise specimens of more than one structural type, e.g., Engl. 
illegahties (agglutination), men (fusion), and seldom (isolation) 
(Robins 1964, 332). 
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REVIEWS 


Ta’rix-i Sistän (“Istoriya Sistäna”). Perevod, vvedenie i kom- 
mentarü L. P. Smirnovoi. Izdatel’stvo “Nauka,” Glavnaya 
redakeiya vostoénoi literatury, Moskva 1974. 575 pages, price 
2 Rubl 64 Kop. 


A very important work of classical Persian historiography has been made 
. easily accessible to those who read Russian. The book under review is its 
complete translation which will be appreciated by the historians of Iran, 
Afghanistan and Central Asia as well as of Persian literature. The Te’rixe 
Sistün is the only book in which the Mddare теу, an excellent poem by A. 
Rüdaki, the founder of Persian and Tajik poetry (died cca 970) has been 
preserved. The translation which is very thorough is based on the Tehran 
Manuscript from the middle of the 15th century, as edited by Bahar, and 
takes regard to two further manuscripts of a considerably younger age. The 
translator gives different readings in footnotes and adds a rich commentary 
in almost 1200 notes appended (pp. 389-480). The pages 483—492 contain a 
table surveying the representatives of the Baghdad Khalifs m Sistan in 
652-839 which has been preserved in the Ta’rixe Sistén in the most complete 
form. It is followed by a large Bibliography (pp. 499-510) and an Index of 
names, localities and ethic names and terms. 

The Introduction by L. P. Smirnova (pp. 13-46) is of much value. It deals 
with all relevant problems connected with this difficult text — a survey of the 
extant manuscripts, the title, the date, the author and the composition of the 
book, its contents (in more detail), and its sources of which fifteen basic ones 
are enumerated, mostly not preserved. Finally the book is characterized 
as an historical source. The translator has shown deep knowledge of other 
classical books of history enabling her to make frequent comparisons to the 
Tarixe Sistän as well as often to find the most correct meaning of the text. 
She points to some errors of Bahar in his edition of the text as far as the date 
(p. 21) &nd the author (p. 24) are concerned. She argues also with D. Giyunash- 
vili who, in his edition Thiliskaya rukopis’ Tarix-i Sistan (Tbilisi 1971 — see 
ArOr 42, 1974, p. 258) professed the theory of three recensions of the book 
among which he considered to be the most perfect one the Tbilisi copy; L. P. 
Smirnova does not think his arguments to be sufficiently convincing. The 
Introduction would have profitted if the author mentioned the respective 
pages of the translation wherever talking of any matter described in the 
T'a'rixe Sistän. 

This translation is a part (bearing the No. 42) of the important series 
entitled Pamyatniky pis’mennosti Vostoka — Perevody (Monuments of 
Eastern Literature — Translations) and published by the Oriental Section 
of the Nauka Publishing House. 
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Rasul Hodizoda, Sohin (Tadgiqi nav dar hat va ejodieti Soir). 
Akademiyai fanhoi RSS Tojikiston, Instituti SarqSinosi, Instituti . 
zabon va adabiöt ba nomi Rüdaki. Donis, Dusanbe 1974, 142 
pages, price 82 tin. 


In its cultural heritage, the Soviet Tajik literary historiography searches for 
and discovers progressive traditions which had promoted the birth of the 
comparatively rich literature of today. Among those who were discontent 
with the order prevailing in the society of the second half of the 19th century, 
Samsiddin Sohin is worth attention; he was born probably in 1857/8 and died 
in 1883/4. He was pointed out by Sadriddin Ayni, but it was not until the 
fifties that the first monograph on him was written and his poetry edited by 
the literary historian Xoliq Mirzozoda. The result of а further investigation 
in Sohin is the book under review, by R. Hodizoda, containing many new 
facts concerning the life and the writings of the poet and correcting a number 
of older errors. Sohin was a prolific poet, first of all of lyrics, and excelled 
especially in the gasida and the gazal. The author of the monograph analyses 
his individual dostons as well as his divän (his Badoye*-us-sanoye^ was printed 
in Bukhara, in 1906). Of much importance was also his book 7'ühfa$ diston, 
a parallel to the Guliston by баса; both these books are distinguished by a 
criticism of the contemporary order and were influenced by the enlightened 
ideas of the end of the 19th century and by Ahmad Doni’. Sohin, for instance, 
criticized the madrasas (high schools) of his time: 


Xudoro ulume, ki mo xondaem, 
Na ilm ast, dar xutba darmondaem ... 


Like A. Doniš, or A. Fitrat, later on, also Sohin looked upon India as his 
example. According to Hodizoda, Sohin’s merit in spreading progressive 
ideas in the second half of the 19th century through poetry was exceptionally 
great (p. 114). Hodizoda also maintains that Sohin was probably the only 
Tajik poet of the 19th century who succeeded in attaining a high level in all 
lyrical genres and, which is of special significance, his language was a remark- 
able approach to the living colloquial Tajik of the poet’s time. The book 
under review is a serious contribution of Tajik literary historians towards a 
deeper investigation into that important period of the Tajik literature which 
the contemporary all-around development is rooted in and success in all 
literary genres based on. 


Prague Jiří Bečka ` 






\A 
N 
‚М 


> 





